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To: The Right Honourable Roy Jenkins MP, 
‘Her Majesty's Principal Secretary of State for the Home Department 


INTRODUCTION 


1. On the 19th July 1974 you invited me to undertoke the task of making 
‘an independent assessment of the representations that had been received in the 
case of James Hanratty and of any other relevant material, You informed me 
‘that it was not your intention that this should be in any way a formal or public 
‘enquiry: but that in addition to the existing documentary material it would 
be ofen to me to receive and consider written representations from any soures. 
While making it clear that having regard to the form of the enquiry it would 
hardly be appropriate for me to undertake oral examination of witnesses or 
to hear formal argument by Counsel you did not exclude the possibility of my 
interviewing and discussing the ease with interested persons. 


2. Taccepted the invitation. Thave completed my enquiry and have the honour 


to present my Report 

43. Before proceeding to the analysis and assessment it may be helpful if I 
indicate the nature of the material which I have considered and the representa 
tions I have received. 

4, Subsequent to my appointment you arranged for Mr. Hanratty's family 
to be represented by a solicitor to assist them in formulating their representa~ 
tions and presenting their case. Mr. Geofliey Bindman was instructed for the 
family and has acted for them. Lam indebted to him for his assistance, 


5, T have been furnished with a very large number of documents both by 
the Home Office and by Mr. Bindmaa, and I have also received a number of 
further written representations from various persons 


6. Tdo not think it necessary to list the documents which T have read but I 
feel it would be desisable for me to set out the principal classes, They are as 
follows: 

(1) The depositions, 

(2) Statements of witnesses called at the Magistrates’ Court. 

G) Statements of witnesses not called at the Magistrates’ Court. 
(4) The twenty-one volumes of the Transcript of the Trial 

(5) Such of the exhibits as T required. 


(© Defending Counsel's Brief; Mr. Hanratty’s proof of evidence; and 
other proofs and material relating to the Defence. 


(7) The grounds of appeal. 
(8) Lord Parker's judgment dismissing the appeal. 
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©) The Petition for a reprieve to the Home Secretary in March 1962 and 
the accompanying papers and statements. 

(10) ‘Two Reports presented to you in 1967 by Detective Chief Superin- 
tendent Douglas Nimmo of his investigations into Mr. Hanratty’s 
“Rhyl Alibi” 

(11) Statements taken by Mr. Nimmo and by other P 
purpose of these investigations, 

(12) Numerous statements made by other persons including certain 
statements supplied to me by Mr, Bindman, 

(13) Reports of proceedings in both Houses of Parliament relating to the 
matler. 

(14) Articles in newspapers and magazines. 

(15) Transcripts of television and radio broadcasts. 

26) Transcripts of tape recordings of what are alleged to be telephone 
conversations between Mr. Peter Louis Alphon and other persons. 

(17) Representations made to the Home Office by or on behalf of 
‘Mr. Hanratty’s family and by other persons. 

(18) Representations made to me directly 

(19) Mr, Bindman’s written submissions dated 31st January 1975 on behalf 
of the family and other written submissions made by him. 

(20) Police and other reports. 

(21) Four books on the case written by Mr. Jean Justice: Mr. Louis 
Blom-Cooper Q.C.: Lord Russell of Liverpool and Mr. Paul Foot. 
The last of these, entitled “Who Killed Hanratty’?” appeared in 1971. 
In 1973 a popor-back addition was published containing a postscript 
written in July 1972. 


Officers for the 


7, Mr, Bindman hes brought Mr. and Mrs, Hanratty senior and their son 
Michael to see me and I have thus had the opportunity of receiving their oral 
representations and views in addition to their written representations. 


8. At Mr, Bindman’s request I agreed to listen to what are alleged to be tape 
recordings of telephone conversations between Mr. Alphon and other persons. 
For this purpose Mr. Jean Justice—in whose custody the tapes were—attended 
with Mr, Bindman and T listened to the tapes. No discussion of the case 
occurred on this occasion, 


9, Mr, Foot’s book—which runs to 405 pages and 26 pages of postscript 
contains a very exhaustive analysis of the material and of the arguments in 
fayour of Mr. Hanraity’s innocence. Mr. Bindman in his written submission 
said that “we endorse in general the contents of this book” and has specifically 
asked me to take careful note of the evidence and arguments put forward 
by Mr. Foot. T have done so. (References to it are to the hardback edition 
in this form *P.F.—"), 


10, Mr. Justice Brabin in his Report on the Case of Timothy John Evans 
(Command 3101) emphasised forcibly the difficulties facing an enquiry which 
takes place @ number of years after the event and the problems arising from 
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the frailty of human recollection and the uncertainties even of the written 
records. These difficulties apply perhaps still more strongly to the present 
enquiry when so much of the material consists of statements by witnesses 
who have never given evidence and whose reliability and accuracy has not 
been tested by the normal methods, It is further complicated by the allegctions 
which have been made as to the role of Mr. Alphon. 


11, The case has been the subject matter of a very great deal of comment 
and debate in both Houses of Parliament: in the press: on television and radio 
and several books have been written about it, A large number of representations 
have been made by many persons but above all by the family to the Home 
Office and to successive Home Secretaries and repeated attempts have been 
made to have it reopened by means of a Public Enquiry. The latest of these 
occurred Inst year when on the 20 June 1974, in answer to questions by 
Members of Parliament, you stated your intention of inviting @ Queen’s 
Counsel to make the independent assessment, Whilst I have naturally given 
very careful consideration to all the arguments, submissions and representations, 
have based my assessment primarily on the factual material both in the form 
of the original evidence and the additional statements. In these circumstances 
order to present as complete a picture as possible of the material on which 
T have based my assessment I have, where I thought it necessary, set out the 
relevant evidence in detail and quoted directly from the original source. 


u 
OUTLINE OF THE CA: 


12, In the early hours of the 23rd August 1961—at about 2,00 a.m. or & 
little later—Michael John Gregsten vas murdered by being shot through the 
head twice. He was sitting in the driver's seat of a 1956 grey Morris Minor. 
The car was in a lay-by or slip road running parallel with a section of the Aé 
known as Deadmans Hill, a few miles south of Bedford. In the front passenger 
seat was Miss Valerie Jean Storie who was subsequently raped and later shot 
by the murderer: sheand Mr. Gregsten were found a few hours later at the side 
of the Tay-by. 


15, On the 11th October 1961 James Hanratty was arrested in Blackpool. 
‘After interrogation and identification parades he was charged with the murder 
‘on the 14th October. On the 17th Febcuary 1962 after a trial lasting 21 working 
days he was convicted and sentenced to death. His appeal was dismissed on 
13th March 1962 and he was executed on 4th April 1962. 


14. Mr, Gregsten, aged 36, was a Civil Servant employed at the Road 
Research Laboratory at Langley, Bucks. He was married with two children 


15, Miss Storie, aged 23, was also employed at the Laboratory. They had 
beea on close and intimate terms for a consideruble period of time, 


‘Miss Storie’s evidence at the 


16, On Tuesday the 22nd August 1961 Mr. Gregsten and Miss Storie met 
after work, Later they went to the Old Station Inn, Taplow, for a drink. They 
left the Inn at about 8.45 p.m. and drove some 1} miles into a cornfield near 
Domey Reach. They apparently went o this field from time to time but had only 
‘been there a couple of times in the previous three months. They remained in 
the Mortis Minor, 


17, At about 9.15 p.m. as it was getting dark a man came up and tapped 
on the driver's window. Miss Storie could see from bis shoulders to his waist, 
He wore “a dark suit and white shirt and a tie—a very smart looking suit” 
Suddenly a gun was thrust through the window and the man said: 

“This is a hold up, 

Lam a desperate man. 

Thave been on the run for four months 


18. After taking the ignition key from Mr. Gregsten the man got into the 
back of the car, He took control of the couple from his position in the back 
with the gun in his hand. 


19, The couple were never allowed to look behind but a considerable amount 
of conversation tock place during the succeeding hours. Significant remarks 
made by the man were: 


(@ That he had not had the gun very long: “This is like a cowboy’s gun: 
I feel rather like a cowboy”. 


(®) That he had never shot anyone. 
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(e) That he was very hungry: bac nol eaten for vo days aud had bee, 

siveping out the last two nights (which Miss Storie thought was 

contradicted by his appearance). 

That he had never had a chance in Wife: thet when he was a cbitel he 

trad heen locked in the cellar for dayss en end and only had breve axl 

water to drink: that since fe was eight he had been t0 remand nomes 

and Borstal: he had done C.T, und the next thir wet would 

fe PD. He said: “I have done the ut” aad that he bad “done 

housebreaking”. Miss Storie believed he said he had done 5 yeurs for 

houssbreakinz 

(©) That he had been ox the rua fo: 18 months, 

(£) That he did not like smoking ard did rot usually smoke. 

(6) He asked aboul the gvar positioning when Mr, Ciregsten was driving — 
Miss Storie said he did not seem to huve much knowledge of the 
Morris Mine: ur 


20, Miss Slovie’s de 
“He had gots Landon type accent. He could not say ‘things’ and 
‘think’.” 

“What did he say instead of “things” and ‘think’? 

* “Binge? aud “Finke 

Did you notice enpthing else about his vulee?” 

y quict, very softly spoken, mot at all deep”. . “not a 


ription uf his speech antl voice were as follows: 


Ht wus ver 
deep soive 
“Were you able to form any impression of his 2 
“Not very old bwenty 
1s that judging from his appearance oF fron dis voice?” 
A. “From his veice”. 
T: wasnot disputed that Me. Hanraity pronounced" 
huabit among Co 


his sort of age 


sh 


asf" —a not unenmmon 


21. The man took their waivhes aad) money from them although he 


subsequently gave the watches back ta Miss Storie 


22. At one 
they gat out ef the car, Miss Storie could nat s 
tied over his nose and mouth lu the result Mr. Gregs 


aye Lhe man seal he sould put My. Gregsten in the boot and 
e his face as hie had someting 
en was not pul in Lneboot, 


23, Sorne time after 11.0 pum, on the instructions of lhe mau they drove off 
and wont Unrough Sleugh, Tn Slough Mss Storie noticed it was 11.45 p.m 


24. Near London Airport they stopyed at a Regent Garage. They obteined 
2 gallons of petrol which cost 9,94. Tt was paid for with a note and thete w: 
4 3d, piece with the change 


They drove on, From about Hayes the mun gave direotions. At one 
poini in the Harrow area the man said 


“Be careful: rourd the corner th: 


< some coadwar'ss” 
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Round the corner there were in fact some roadworks. He added: 
“T do not know this area” 


but Miss Storie said he seemed to know it. Mr. Hanratty’s family lived at 
Kingsbury which is in that area, 


26, There came a time when he began to say that he was feeling tired and 
“wanted a kip”. He used that phrase several times. They turned off the main 
road a couple of times, on his directions, the man saying he wanted to do so 
to have “a kip”, 


27, Finally they, azain on his directions, drove into the lay-by or slip road 
on the A6 and the car was turned round so that it faced Luton. Alll the lights 
‘were turned out. 


28, The man s 
“T want to kip”, 
“First I must tie you up”, 

Storie but could not find anything to tie up Mr. Gregsten 


He tied up 


28, In the front of the car was a duffle bag. He said to Mr. Gregsten: 
“Give me that bag up” 
Mr, Gregsten picked up the bag with both hands, turned towards the interior 
of the car and as the bag was just about to go over the back of the seat, the 
man fired two shots in very quick succession at Mr. Gregsten’s head. Miss 
Storie screamed and said: 
“You shot him you bastard, Why did you do that”, 
His eeply was: 
“He frightened me. He moved too quick. I got frightened”, 
Miss Storie tried to persuade him to get Mr, Gregsten to a doctor and on two 
occasions he said: 
“Be quiet will you. Iam finking”. 


30. After further conversation he asked her to kiss him. She refused. At 
this time they were facing each other and while in that position a car came 
from the direetion of Luton lighting up the man’s face. This was Miss Storie’s 
first (and only) opportunity of “really seeing what he looked like”. Her evidence 
at the trial was: 

“He had very large pale blue staring iey eyes . 

Mr. Justice Gorman: “very large pale blue staring icy eyes?” 

Miss Storie: “Staring icy eyes. He seemed to have got a pale face as 1 
should imagine anyone would have having just shot someone. He had got 
brown hair combed back with no parting. The light was only on his face 
for a few seconds as the vehicle went past and then we were in complete 
darkness again”, 

She was wearing her spectacles at the time. 
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41. By chreatening er with the gun he made her get into the buck suet 
He vias woaring black gloves. He seemed to have dilliculty in getting thein off 
and. rade her pull onc of tem olf. She cond feel thar they weie oF # very Uhin 
nylon (ype texture. Fle then raped her. 


22, When she tried to persuade him (o go he again said: “He quiet will you 
Lam thinking” 
fon the shorthand uole the word is transcribed with that spelting but Miss 
Storie's evident Was rat he could not pronounce the “1h” and always said “2 
instead of “th”. 


33. On the man’s instrnctions Mr. Gregsten was removed from the ear hy 
Miss Storie who—with some assistanve from the man— drugged him out of 
he cae to the edge of the conorete sisip where she laid him down, che man 
asked her to start the car and show him where the geate were: this she did and 
she ako showed him how the lights worked. She left the car running, Lt stopped: 
she restarted it and again showed bim how the gears worked. Lle got in the 
vay aad she went over and sat down on the ground beside Mr, Gregsten. The 
‘man then got out and went over to her. He threatened to hit her and sho gave 
hhim a pound and asked him to go. He slatied to walk away snd whon about 
6fL-10 N. away suddenly turned round and started io shoot. Miss Storie 
felt one ballet hut her: when the second bullet hit her she fel over and vias hit 
by 2.or 3 more bullets, while tying on the ground. She heard x vlickdiag sound 
as if ne was sedoading the yun, aud then he fired another 3 siois which she 
though? dic not hit her. (She was in fact hit by § bolts and was pardly 
He came over and touched her, He then drove off in the direetion of J.vtan, 
With her right hand she tried to gather up some stones and make the words 
blup eyes" end “brown hast 


3A, Miss Storie said that Mr. Gregsten was shot at about. 2.0-2.15 a.m. and 
the mam Jefe about 3.0 a.m. 


35, After he had shot Mr, Gregsten he asked Miss Storie again what her 
rnume was and she asked him his tame. He thought and said: 


“Call me Jim”, 


36. In evidence she sald he wax about her height or just a Hite taller. Heer 
heigh. was 5 fl. 33 in. She was weating fat shoes. 


37, She was found some hours Iuter uné gave a description of the man. 


38, Miss Storie attended ideatification parades: the first on 24th Sepiember 
1961 when Mr, Ianratty was not present. She picked oul u perso who 
apparently did not resemble him. No one spoke on that occasion. The second 
parade was on 14th Gotober when, nfo each man at fer request had sald on 
two separate occasions “Re quiet will you, Iam thinking”, she picked out 
Mr. Humratiy, At the trial ehe said she fad no doubt that Mr. Hantatty was 
the nian who shot Mr, Gregsten und ho: 


38, The Mottis Minor had a number of distinctive matks on its rear. AL 
about 7.0 am, on 23rd August the Morris Minor was being driven along 


. 


Eastern Avenue in the direction of Gants Hill. As a result of the way it was 
being driven a Mr. Skillett who was driving his car to work pulled up alongside 
the Morris when they were almost stationary at a roundabout to give its driver 
a piece of his mind. At an Identificetion Parade held on [3th October 1961 
he identified the driver as Mr, Hanratty. However, his passenger, a Mr. Blzckhall, 
attended two parades: one on the 23rd September at which Mr, Kanratty 
was not present, when he picked someone out: the other on 13th October 
when he picked out someone other than Mr. Hanratty. 


40. A little later in the morning of 23rd August Mr. Trower's attention was 
drawn to a Morris Minor being driven rather badly. It turned into Avondale 
Crescent—where the Mortis Minot was found by the police, He identified 
Mr. Hanratty on 13th October parade as the driver. 


4]. On the 24th August 1961 shortly before 9.0 p.m. the murder weapon— 
a -38 Enfield revolver—was found fully loaded together with 5 boxes of 
ammunition underneath the back seat of a 36A bus at the garage at Rye Lane. 


42, Mr. Hanratty was friendly with Mr. Charles Frederick France (known as 
“Dixie”) and visited the France house in Boundary Road, London N.W.8, 
where Mr, France lived with his wife and children one being a daughter Carol 
then aged 16, On an oceasion prior to the 21st August 1961 Mr. Hanratty 
was discussing his “business” activities with Mr. France and referred to the 
space under the back seat as a receptacle. Mr. Hanratty’s own account was 
that when they were sitting in the back seat of a bus he said that if he had a 
large amount of (stolen) jewellery in his pocket he used to sort it out upstairs 
on the bus: put the good stuff in his pocket and put the rubbish under the 
back seat 


43, On the Ith September 1961 two cartridge cases were found on a chair 
in & basement room—No. 24—at the Vienna Hotel, Sutherland Avenue, 
Maida Vale. It was later established that they had been fired from the murder 
weapon. They became of great importance in the trial (and subsequently) 
because both Mr. Hanratty and Mr. Peter Louis Alphon stayed in that Hotel 
Mr. Flanratty spend the night of 21st.22nd August 1961 in room No. 24 under 
the name of “J. Ryan”. Mr, Alphon spent the night of 22nd/23rd August 1961 
at the Hotel under the name of “F. Durrant”. In which room Mr. Alphon 
stayed and the times of his arrival were (and are) matters of controversy. 
Three statements were made about Mr. Alphon’s stay by @ Mr. Nudds a man 
with a very bad criminal record, Mr. Nudds and the lady he lived with (who 
for convenience will be referred to as his wife or Mrs, Nudds—though in the 
case she was sometimes referred to 28 Mrs. Snell or Mrs. Glickberg) worked 
at the Hotel. On 15th September 1961 they both made statements to the police 
which afforded Mr, Alphon a complete alibi. However on the 2ist and 
22nd September each made a second statement which not only did not support 
any possible alibi for Mr. Alphon but strongly suggested that he had spent some 
time in Room No. 24 between 22nd and 23rd August 1961 


44, On or about the 22nd September 1961 the police put out @ highly 
publicised call for Mr. Alphon as a result of which he came in voluntarily on 
23rd September when he was interviewed by Detective Superintendent Basil 
Acolt who was in charge of the murder enquiry. 
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43, Mr, Alphon was pat up on two identity 
ard September when Mr. Slack! 


‘The first was on the 
‘Trower anc Mir. HTirons (who was the 
guage allendant who served @ light coloured Mens “Minor with 2 gallons of 
petrol at about midnight on the ight in question) attmntied, Mx. Skillet was 
away and did not attend. Mis Storie attended the second pare on 
2th Sopicmaber £961 at Guy’s Vospital, Ne witness connected with the murder 
picked nut Mfr, Siphon 


46, On the 25th September Mr. Nuitds sind his wife made third statements 
roteaeting their second scetements aad in effect once more providing Mr. Alphon 
with a complete alibi, He ccased to be a saspect 


AF. The polive search tursed ly the oth 
Lotel: “J. Ryan” sho abous the 
Famratry 


with the Vienna, 


suspeel eoanecte 


Seolember was found to be James 


48, James Hanratty was horn om 4th Getober 1936 of completely respectable 
honest and hardworking parents. His educations! allsinments were poor 
he coald not read or write properly, At the instance of the Defence his criminal 
record and activities were pul in evidence wt the trial, He hid appeared before 
the Courts on 4 previous cecasions, all reluling to oliences of dishonesty. 
oor of the offences coneeined taking and driving sway or siealing cus. 
Others related to housebrecking, urgliry or lureeny. Tn March 1958 he was 
sentenced to three years’ cofrective teainiig (C1), Le coutmitted a munaher of 
es and attempted (0 escape several times. He was 
ining prison to Manchester Prison asa tecaleteant. 
As a result he fosieited all his normal remission something which rarely 
occurs, He had uot been ia a remand Lome: nor to Borstal, He had not served 
a sentence of $ years! imprisonment ard would not in fact have been on risk 
of preventive detention (P12) uniil ke yas 30 yoars of uge. There wis x0 
evidence that he had been locked iu a cellar for days on end. By h's own account 
at the trial he lived on the proceeds of housebreaking, He was never coavicted 
of uny offence havelving violence of ses, Several witnosses described his general 
behaviour incinding, his behasinnr with or towards girls and young women as 
proper and respeciable, None had cen any indications of violence, He was 
54.7 in, to 541. Sin. ir Neieht and hid Blue eyes. His hair was brushed back 
witout 4 purling bat had win is sometimes deveribed as a “widow's peak, 
a ul in the Font—whiel: ne wore forwatd. Qowever, in evidence he 
admitted that before his lust sentonv he wore it hack.) He had i London uccent 
‘He habitually pronounced “th” ag “t” 


serious disciplinary offen 
eventually removed free 


49, Mr. Hunratly wax releaced irom prison in March [951 and apart from a 
Iieief poring when he assisted his Tether in window cleaning, he appears to have 
reveried Lo lis old way of life, 


50, Miss Carol France was a trainge hairdresser, Mr, Hamratly had avbmn 
coloured hair. At about the beginning of August Miss France al his request 
nted it black. Te said vhaz this ees co assist him in honsebreo king, hale 
was rather conspicuous. Miss France said she re(inled il black on the 
26th August ag itwas facing. Ox tite 3d October 1961 (atu timewhen he knew 
the police were fookiug for a dark haiced mai) he had the tint removed from 
his hair restoring it to its original auburn, 


9 


51, On the 18th August 1961 Mr. Hanratty picked up a dark suit with stripe 
‘which he had purchased from Hepworths (hereinafter referred to as the Hepworth 
suit). He said he wore it the whole of the following week. He was a man who was 
careful about his clothes and dressed well. I have been furnished with the 
trousers of this suit, It is not easy to describe the material. It consists of parallel 
stripes each abont @ quarter inch wide: both have a hetringbone pattern one 
being very durk—almost black, and the other grey. The “stripe” is quite 
distinctive. 


52, Evidence was called by the Prosecution that he was at the France’s 
house on Sunday 20th August and again on Monday 2ist August when he left 
at atout 7 p.m, Miss France in particular was able to speak to the date with 
a special degree of certainty as she had a tooth out on 21st August. He told the 
France's he was going to Liverpool to visit an aunt. 


53. He arrived at the Vienna Hotel at between 11.30 p.m, and midnight 
on 2ist August and stayed there that night in Room No. 24. 


54, He was apparently in Liverpool on Thursday 24th August 1961. An 
‘overnight telegram was despatched by telephone at 840 p.m. to Mr. France 
which read: 

“Flaving a nice time. Be home early Friday moming for business, Yours 
sincerely Jim.” 
‘The sender was given ss Mr. P. Ryan, Imperial Hotel, Russell Square, London", 
He seid he returned to London early Friday morning and went to see the France’ 
‘They said this visit was on the Saturday the 26th August. 


55, He subsequently went to Ireland, 


56. There was evidence that he was still wearing the Hepworth suit at the 
end of September 1961. By the beginning of October 1961 he was no longer 
‘wearing the jacket of that suit but was stil wearing the trousers and waistcoat 
with a black jacket. 


57, At the beginning of October 1961 Mr. Hanratty broke into 2 houses 
in the Stanmore area, From one he stole a black jacket, He stated that he did 
this because he damaged the Hepworth jacket in the course of one of these 
episodes and that he disposed of that jacket in a nearby recreation ground, 

the Hepworth jacket was never found. 


38 On the Sth October 1961 Mr. Hanratty spoke to Mr. France on the 
telephone snd said the police wanted him in connection with the A6 murder. 


59. On the 6th October he telephoned Scotland Yard and on two occasions 
spoke to Mr. Acott. On the 7th October he again spoke to Mr. Acoit—this 
time from Liverpool. There was a dispute as to what occurred in these telephone 
conversations, Mr. Hanratty’s version supported his explanation for the 
fact that the original allbi given to the police was a lie namely that it was in 
effect made up “on the spur of the moment”. Mr Acott’s account negatived 
this. 
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60. On [1th October Mr. Hanratly vas arrested in Blackpool and on 12ch 
Getaber he was interviewed twice by Mr, Acact and Detective Sergeant Keanesh 
Oxford, Mz. Oxford mide @ coniemperaueous “cunning note’ of these inter 
views in what he deseribed as “a sort a! shorthand”. Tn these interrogations 
{a) According 10 Lhe Offieers—imt denied by Mr. Hanentiy—on vo 
‘occasions he said he was going to “kip” 
() Mr. Hamacty admitied fe told Mr, Acott thu aller coming out of 
prison in March 196! he had engnired of a man called Fisher sbout 
sm, (He slso admitted in cxidence tial he wanted 10 be “ stick up 
man” and thal he kiww where to get a gun if he wanted one, Headded 
that he never owned a gun and that the whole thing was just talk.) 
(©. He admitted thet when Mz. Acott told Aim about the asticles found on 
lw chair ia tke Vienna Hotel be asked whac size the bella's were 
(@)_ According 10 the Officers he fold them Chat the felegrem wae sent on 
the Tuesday the 22nd Auzusl—the seune day tot he said he had ar ived 
Liverpool. Lis evideace was that he had told the Orficers at the 
first interrogetion that the telegram was sent on the Thursday: but 
that subsequently Mr. Acott suid to him, 
“We have enquired about this velegeam Jimmie, You said to mie 
it wae Tuesday. Tt was not yon know.” 
Mr. Hancatiy said that he then replied 
“You have misunderstood me Me, Acott, F said Thursdiy” 


61. On 14th Getober aficr the identication by Miss Storie he was Formally 
charged with the murder. 


62. Very brielly his account of events on and aficr th: 22nd August. 196t 
was at Zollows, On the 22rd August he went Lo J vecpool hy train—arriing at 
abont 4.31 p.m.—to dspove of stolen jewellery to a man he had met in prison 
but whom he hud not s This man was in the grocery or 
eengrocery business, Mr sd chai uke man fived in Caron or 
rarleion Road (0 shall efor t9 his man stynamed—as Mr. A) 
At about 5,00 p.m. he enquired for Carlton or Tarleton Road in a sweet shop in 
Scatland Kosd, Liverpool tron a lady, Subsequently, Hic tried co sell a watch 
to a man on the sicps of a billiard hall, He ubucdoned bis search for Mr, A 
Is original version was that he then stayed in Liverpool en the nights of the 
22nd and 23rd Augusi in a fat with three men, On the iwelfth day of the trial 
his Counsel announces that this was ontruc and that Mr. Hanratry hud in 
Fact yone by bus to Rhyl in the evening of the 22nd August [961 and slayed 
there for two nights, His object. was to find a man (named Terry Evans) fe fad 
pacviously met in Rhy? whom he thought would help him 8 the 
stolen jewellery. He could nut isnoe this man and therefore returned ta Liverpool 
on the 24th Acguat and caught the midnight irain back to Tandon, 


63. Altec a fall committal whieh insted some & working days, the trial 
opened it Redford assizes before Mr, Justice Gorman and a jury on 
22nd January 1962. In addition to fhe ovidence as Lo the miatters T have already 
referred to the proseention called Mr. Roy William Langdale who claimed 


u 


that Mr, Hanraity confessed to him when they became friendly in the Hospital 
Block at Brixton Prison between Sth and 22nd November 1961. This confession 
was totally denied. To every other person Mr, Hanratty protested his innocence 
from first to last 


64, Mr. Hanratty himself gave evidence and described the house in which 
he had stayed at Rhyl. The only person called by the Defence in direct support 
of the “Rhyl Alibi” was Mrs, Grace Jones who ran a bed and breakfast house 
at “ingledene”, 19 Kinmet Street, Rhyl, In general the description of her house 
tallied with that which Mr. Hanratty had given. Her evidence will be considered 
in detail in Section VII C. In effect she claimed that a young man stayed at 
her house for two nights on the 22nd and 23rd August 1961 and she believed 
that it was Mr. Hanratty. She thought he stayed in Room No. 4. She was an 
unsatisfactory witness. The Prosecution called 3 witnesses in rebuttal who 
undoubtedly stayed in the house on the relevant nights, one of whom in fact 
stayed in Room No. 4 on the nights of the 2tst, 22nd and 23rd August 1961. 


65. The Defence also called: 


(@ Mrs. Olive Dinwoodie who gave evidence that a man resembling 
Mr, Hanratty did call at the siveet shop in Scotland Road, Liverpool 
(which she was temporarily in charge of), in the afternoon and asked 
for Tarleton Road: but she was sure that the incident occurred on 
Monday 21st August 1961. (The Prosecution had called a Mr. Harding 
to support their contention that the 2ist August was the correct date.) 


(8) Mr. David Kempt gave evidence as to the conversation about the 
watch but was unable to identify the man and could not place the 
date more accurately than between June and September 1961. 


66, The trial was conducted with grest skill and thoroughness by both sides. 
‘The Judge maintained the balance with conspicuous fairness—indeed it may 
be said that if anything, he leaned towards the Defence. The summing up 
(which like all other aspects of the case was subjected to most careful scrutiny 
in the detailed Grounds of Appeal) wes described by the Lord Chief Justice, 
Lord Parker, in dismissing the Appeal: 


“It is enough to say that in their judgment the summing up was clear, it 
was impartial, it was not only fair but favourable to the prisoner and 
contained no misdirections of law and no non-ditections in fact on any 
‘of the important issues in the case”, 


67. It is perhaps of some importance to observe how clearly and strongly 
the Lzarned Judge put to the jury the burden of proof which the Prosecution 
had to discharge: 


“If there are two versions of a fact, in other words if there is a conflict 
in fact or on fact and you are not sure which is the true version, and one 
version is in favour of the Prosecution and the other version is in favour 
of the Defence but you are not sure which is the true one—then, members 
cf the jury, because the burden of proof is upon the Crown, you decide 
in favour of that version which is in favour of the Defence and not in 
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favour of the Crown. You appreciate that- because it is, as it were, a 
lodestene that might help to guide you through the maze of evidence 
which you have here in this ease" 

speaied this at “ater stage and finally undectined the importance of this 
approach in the éirections he gave to the jury at their request when they retuned 
afler sire 6 hours to ask for further assistance on the measure of proof 
required and how they should deal with the circumstantial evidence. 


68. it is clear from the course of the trial that the jury considered and 
examined the ease with very yreul care—as mdeed one would expect where the 
Life of a young man was at stake before eacking their unanimous verdivt. 


69. The Court of Appeal in dismissing the Appeal described it as “a clear 


W). Very full representations were mace to the Home Seccetary by the 
solieters, Counsel and othzts and he was lummished with the statements of 
persous who hau sot een called by the Defence relating to the “Rist Alibi” 
and otier matters. He was not prepared to repuieve Mr. Hanratty who was 
executed on 4th April 1962, 


B 
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SUMMARY OF THE PROSECUTION AND DEFENCE CASES 


71. Before proceeding to consider specific issues it may be of assistance to 
set out in summary form the main features of the respective cases of the 
Prosecution and Defence as they emerged in the course of the trial. 


A, The Proseention 
72. The 3 facial identifications by Miss Storie, Mr. Skillett and Mr, Trower. 
73. Other identificatory evidence by Miss Storie such as dress: accent: 
voice: pronunciation: language—including the use of the word “kip”: the 


varios things the man said about himselfespecially that he had “done the 
ot"~—and his considerable experience of and familiarity with the penal system 


74. The Police evidence as to the word “kip”. 

175, Familiarity with the roadworks of the Harrow area. 

76. The consistency of the description of Mr. Hanratty's driving given by 
witnesses who had seen him drive with the driving described by Mr. Skillett, 
Mr, Blackball and Mr. Trower. 


71. The presence of the two cartridge cases in Room No. 24 at the Vienna 
‘Hotel occupied by Mr. Hanratty on Zist August 196 


78. The inference that these were not among the 3 spent cartridge cases 
remaining In the gun after the murderer left the scene. 


79, Mr. Hanratiy's question to Mr. Acott as to the size of the bullets Found. 
80. The place where the gun was discovered linked with the admisson by 
Mr. Hanratty that he had used the space under the back seat of a bus as a 
receptacle for things he wanted to get rid of. 
81, The statements to Mr. Langdale, 


82, The admissions of Mr. Hanratty as to his enquiries for a gun and his 
desire to be a “stick up man”. 


83. The retinting of his hair on 3rd October 1961 when he was wanted by 
the police 


84, The lies about the stay in Liverpool with the 3 men. 


85, The implausibility of the explanation for this lie and for persisting 
in it particularly in the light of Mr. Acott's account of the telephone conversii- 
tions of the 6th and 7th October 1961 

86, The implausibility of the reason for going to Liverpool and for aban- 
doning the search for Mr. A. 
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AT. The powerful evidence that the sweet shop ineideat ocenered on Monday 
the 2xt and not ‘Tnesday the 22nd August 1961, 


88. The implansibilily of the reasox given for the telegram seat on Ube 
4th August 1961 and the inference tat this was an aticmpl to provide or 
bolster up a false alibi 


89. The implausibly of the reason for the visit to Rhy! 
failure to find the anan in R 


: coupled with the 


90, he failure to whe any steps between the 7th und [Ith Occober 196! 
when Mr, Hanrulty vas in the Liverpool arex to lind the easily identiiubte 
boarding house of Mrs, Fo 


91, The unsutisfuctory and unreliable nature of Mrs, Jones's evidence. 


92. The evidence of'the 
virtually excluded M: 


93. The fuel that Me, Tlancatty put forward two atibis, one of whied was 
adinitiedly false and th 


B. Kur Deferice 
Focal ikentfieutions: 
94, (a) Fach sighting was for a very short time. 
(8) Miss Storie’s facial identifeation wus weakened & 
fication of the 21th September and by other aspects » 
(© Mr, Bluckhall ie, Sklilet’s passenger picked owt another man oa 
sich Getober (having already picked aut a anan on the 23rd September 1951), 
(@) Mr, Trower's svitieace was unsatisfactory and vies contraverted by 
Me. Fogun called for the Defence 
(©) Mz. Mitons did not idemify Mr, Hanratty 


her incormevi Henti- 
scription and 


95, ‘Lhe misprenunciation of “th” is quite common among Londoners. 


96, Walle some of che things sid by the uurderer were consistent with 
Mr. Hemratty’s personal history, others were nat, 


97, Phe evidence of Ihe Police Officers wes challenged jn a number of respects 
—particulinly as to Mx, Flanratty’s use of the word “kip: as to when aad bows 


Liverpool gai! the 3 men were mentioned and us to the eauversation ahout. the 
tclegeam 


9.1 
statements and that 
by other persons (besides an Indio genifoman on 30th Aug 
Dist August and L1th September 1964 


ul the Nudes wore ov may huve been telling the wal in de! 
vordingly Room No. 24 was ot may heve been oi 
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iti 1uld have fired two bullets befe 
100, That it is unlikely that the murderer wo! ; t a 
the cmarder and then dropped or lft the two spent cartridge cases in the Vienna. 
ital and that on the probabilities these two cases came to be there after the 
murder. 

tot, That the use of the space behind the back seat of & Bus a8 receptacle 
is not uncommon. 

102, Mr. Langdale —That this was evidence from suspect Sourtes Wag 
covtnaverted by the evidence of two other fellow prisoners as to wlio Mr, 


Hianratty exercised and was friendly with: was inconsistent with certain known. 
facts: and was inconsistent with Mr. Hanratty’s constant reiteration of } 


innocence. 


103, That the admissions of Mr. Hanratty regarding the gun and becoming a 
“stick up" man were just talk. 


104, That the original lies about Liverpool and the 3 men occurred on the 
spur of the moment—when Mr. Hanratty could not remember the details of 
the Rhyl boarding house—and he foolishly persisted in them because he was 
afraid of the consequences of changing his alibi. 


105, That he was the man in the sweet shop incident. 


‘That this could only have occurred on the Monday the 2st or Tuesday 
dA ‘and that as there was evidence—both from Prosecution and 
he was in London on the Monday it could only have happened 

1 August 1961, 


jon regarding the watch in Liyerpool was confirmed 


Vv 


SUMMARY OF OTHER RELEVANT MATERIAL AND 
CONTENTIONS. 


113. There is a considerable body of evidence which was not put before the 
jury. Some of it was available to the Prosecution or to the Defence at the time 
but was not used. The rest was not available during the trial itself. Certain of 
this latter material did become available to the Defence shortly after the trial 
ended—mostly relating to the “Rhyl Alibi”—and the Defence could have made 
application to the Court of Criminal Appeal to call this as fresh evidence on the 
hearing of the Appeal. No such application was made and there was no reference 
to this material on the hearing of the Appeal. It was sent with other material 
to the Home Secretary in support of the Petition for a reprieve, 


114, The verdict of the jury has been challenged both on the basis that the 
material before them did not warrant the finding of guilty and on the basis 
that the material which was not before them establishes Mr. Hanratty’s 
innocence or at the very least raises such a doubt as to his guilt that the verdict 
should not stand, 


115, Many different points and contentions have been raised but interest has 
centred particularly round 3 matters: 


(a) Miss Storie’s evidence and identification. 
(6) Additional material which is said to support the “Rhyl Alibi”. 
(c) The alleged role of Mr. Peter Louis Alphon. 


116. I shall not confine my attention to these 3 matters but will deal with all 
aspects which I feel can assist in arriving at a proper conclusion, 


117. The additional material is not evidence in the ordinary sense of the 
term. It consists of written statements given by persons to the Police and to 
other persons. None of it is on oath. None of it has been tested by the normal 
process of cross-examination. Of course this does not mean that it is not of the 
utmost importance to this enquiry. There are two classes of statements which 
were taken in circumstances which require to be mentioned, namely those taken. 
in 1967 for the purpose of Detective Chief Superintendent Douglas Nimmo’s 
investigation. In January 1967 you appointed Mr. Nimmo of the Manchester 
City Police to conduct an inyest igation into the “Rhyl Alibi”. He interviewed a 
large number of witnesses and took statements from them. He was accompanied 
and assisted by Detective Chief Inspector Peter Charles Horan of the 
Manchester C.D, In general the statements were taken down by Mr. Horan, 
witnessed by Mr. Nimmo, read over to or by the makers and signed by them— 
except in one or two instances where they were taken down by other Police 
Officers. On 18th July 1967 Mr. Nimmo and Mr. Horan te-interviewed four 
ladies who had made statements in February 1967—Mrs. Grace Jones: her 
daughter Mrs, Brenda Harris: Mrs. Margaret Walker and Mrs. Ivy Vincent. 
Present at each such interview were John George, Esq., J.P.: Bernard 
Berkson Esq., solicitor—instructed by Lord Russell of Liverpool to attend on. 
his behalf: and the lady's solicitor—in the case of Mrs, Jones, Mrs, Harris 
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and Mrs. Walker, Hugh C. Jones Esq., and in the case of Mrs. Vincent, 
J. B. Scowcroft Esq. The interviews were recorded verbatim by Det. Chie 
Inspector Horan. Each witness read and signed the record as correct and each 
record was signed by Mr. George, Mr. Berkson and the respective solicitor 
as correct, Each lady was given a full opportunity to comment on the way 
the previous interviews had been conducted. Each made it quite clear that she 
hhad no complaint to make and that the previous interview was conducted in 
the same manner as the one on 18th July 1967, 


118. In making my assessment I have considered all relevant material which 
has any probative value irrespective of whether it was available to or could 
have been used by either side at the trial, I have endeavoured to evaluate both 
its inherent probability and reliability and its weight as seen in the context 
of the ease as whole, 


v 


THE IDENTIFICATIONS 


119, fn considering this aspect of the cuse two matters should be borne 
in mind: 


(2) People’s ability to describe 4 person they have seen is often a good 
deal fess than their ability to revognise the Face when they sce it again. 


(i) The ability to recognise varies greatly from parson to person. In every 
ease (L must, of course. be alfecied by all the surrounding cireum- 
stances, but ynite apart froin that peuple’y puwers of observation 
differ considerably 


120. Mise Storie. ‘Three main points ure now tuken in relation to het 
idenilication end to ter eredibility as a witaess. 1c is suggested:— 
(a) that she changed her desoription of the colour of the man’s eyes from 
brown to blue: 
(8) that her description of the valour of his hair allwed and thet in yemeral 
hee description of the man's lie did nor ft Me. {Caaratty’s hss 


(9) thut the “rst statement” she made to the Potice (which was not before 
the Jury) differs in a number of respects from ker evidence. 


421, Belore deuling with these chree matte ssary to state the 
circumstances in which the “first statement” came (o be made. Miss Storie 
was removed to hospital alittle after 7.0 a.m, Deapite her very serious injuries 

sn by Detective Sergeant Douglas Kichard Rees 
amd Womun Detective Constable Grendolyn Mary Rutland (now Mrs, Weadin) 
a( about §.45a.m, Arthat time Mr, Rees described her as conscious but obviausly 
distressed and in pain, At 9.35 a.m. he and Mrs. Woodin went back imo ise 
Ward and from then until about 3.30 p.m. they hud four interviews with hex 
Tasting about 80 minus in all, Mr, Recs’s description of her al 9.35 a.m. was 
tha: she was obviously very ill, At the end of his statement he commented that 
shv wes able to speak rationally throughout, Notes were made of th couversa~ 
vas and at about 4.30 p.m, these were handed to Det. Clef Tnspecto: Harold 
John Whittn and Woman Inspector Maud Davidson Amott who then tok 
dover, Mr. Rees and Mrs. Woodin hoth mede statements a5 tn what ozcurred at 
these inferviews, Mrs, Woouin also made a statement in 1974. Mr. Birdman 
hhas sent me a copy, In it she states that Miss Storie had blood transfusiors and 
then goes on to say 
“Yuleric Storie thought she was dyiag and wanted us ta tke down a 
Tull description, Ste was adamant that she would know her assaitant™ 
‘This information given to Mr. Rees and Mrs. Woodin therefore represents 
‘Miss Slorie’s first detailed account and ig the “Hirst staement” roferred Lo in 
paragiaph 120(e), In the course of it she gave a description of the man, The 
hates Were not signed by Her, it would eppear that they were not 1640 over 
to her, The account Miss Storie gave to Mt, Whiffin on 23rd smd 24th August, 
swas written down by W. 1. Amott and was signed by Miss Storie, I shell call 
it the “second statement 
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122. The colour of the eyes: The Halr—Ut will be conker ent £0 deal with 
tae souether as the descriptions cover both, The suanesttn that initially 
sis. Stent described the eyes as brown and that she subsequently altered this 
arin It is also suggested that this change occurred’ et Mrs. Gregsten ig 
te nt yo have seen a man on the 31st August 1961 whom she believed to be 
the murderer and to have spoken to Miss Storie about this incident (an 
allegation which Mrs. Gregsten has denied). The basic suggestion is founded 
ater faet that avery early police description gave the eyes as Brown and asa 
on the Tirarge number of newspaper reports described his eyes as brown, It 
i Saye later that the police and press descriptions changed 


swas not until some 
to blue eyes. 


123, It is obviously important to examine the descriptions given by Miss 
Storie and I propose to set them out in detail 


124, The frst appears to have been given to Mr. John Michael Bryan Leslie 
Ken a student, who came (0 the scene shortly after Miss Storie and 
Me, Gregsten were discovered. Miss Storie was not able to identify the person 
She spoke to (save that he put a leather jacket over her) but gave evidence that: 

‘] said he had large blue staring eyes and brown hair. I said T thought he 
jvas in his twenties and I said he drove off towards Luton”. 


125, Mr. Kerr's evidence was that he covered her with his leather jacket and 
that they had some conversation in the course of which she gave a description 
ff the man who shot them. Mr. Kerr made a note of the description but that 
ote unfortunately disappeared and was never found. On the 23rd August 1961 
fhe made-a statement to the police based on this note, and said that Miss Storie’s 
description was as follows: 

‘He had had big staring eyes fairish brown hair, slightly taller than Lam 
andTam/ ft. 33i0.”” 
Mr. Kerr in his evidence said she told him the man had “large staring eyes and 
Feht fairish hair”. She denied saying to Mr. Kerr that the man had “light fair 
hair", che said she used the words “brown hair’. If Miss Storie’s account 
‘Was correct she described the eyes as blue on thut first occasion. If Mr. Kerns 
Yersion is more accurate no eye colour was mentioned. 


126. In the course of her interviews with Mr. Rees and Miss Rutland, Miss 
Storie said: 
“think would be able to identify him in fact Lam sure T would” 
She then gave this description: 
*Yoice: young, could not pronounce ‘th’. 
He also got his words muddled. 
Hui: straight, well preased, dark brown, brushed straight back, lighllY 
receding al temples. 
gee sauarish, just broader at the forehead, which is smooth, that 
‘Complexion: pale. 
Eyes: not deep set but face level. 
20 


Nose: straight 
Height: Sf. din 

Dress: dark suit, very smart, 
Age: 30 years, English” 


127. The next description was given to Mr. James Mackle 
: Metropolitan Police Force whose particular wark was the 
entikit pictures. These are made up of different features se 


‘an Inspector in 
construction of 
ied by the witness, 


sh of which has a code number. He retired some 7 years ago but recently 
in August 1974—some of his notes were discovered, These included the 
tes of his interviews with Miss Storie for the Identikit picture which she 


proved and which was one of the two issued. The other was constructed 
im information given by other witnesses, He saw Miss Storie on 26th Aupust 
61 and made these notes. He had to have several interviews with her, The 
evant putts are as follows 
Ist page: ‘Man 25/30 yrs. approx. 
ht. 5 ft. 6 in, maybe less 
eyes blue, deep set 
Jong point face 
brownish hair 
3 pom. off and on 7.0 p.m 
30 yrs. ht 5 ft. 6 in 
2nd pages HAIR LINE—smooth brushed straight back, 
slightly receding 
not absolutely sure 
brownish colour. 
3rd page: NOSE—straight, fairly slender. 
EYES—large blue eyes not sunken, flush with face. 
“th page: EYEBROWS—normal. 
9th page: (Code numbers) 
HSS —1 
20 
L94 
N341 
D1 
E49" 


Rlenen 


28. A point has been made in an article in the Sunday Times on 16th 
cember 1973 based on the views of Mr. Hugh C. McDonald an American 
icer who apparently not only invented the Identikit system but also helped 
train British Officers to use it. I have been furnished with a copy of 

McDonald's statement and reconstructions he has made. His view was 
the Identikit picture indicated that E.49 had been used for the eyes: that 
sis the code for very dark eyes and that if the eyes had been light a different 
fe would have been used and a different picture would have resulted. 

Mackle did use E.49. 1am not in a position to say whether he used the 
rect code or produced the correct picture. Nor does it matter so far as Miss 
rie is concerned. The essential thing is her description of the colour of the 
s and this was clearly “blue”. 
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129, Finally on the 28th August 1961 Miss Storie made a further written 
statement to Mr. Whiffin and W.1. Arnott. Her description was: 
| «aged between 25 and 30 years, about 5 fl. 6 i. in height, could bg 
slightly less, is proportionately built, inclined to be slender, has brown 
hair, he was clean shayen, has a very smooth pale face, with icy blue large 
ranter-like eyes. The eyes were not sunken and appeared to be level with 
his face, When speaking he says ‘fings’ instead of ‘things’ and is believed 
te have a London accent. He was wearing 4 dark lounge suit, and was 
clean and immaculate in appearance”. 


130, The first two police descriptions were issued at 8.45 a.m, and 10,50 a.m, 
respectively on 23rd August 1961, In neither was the colour of the eyes (or hair) 
mentioned. The age was given as about 25: the eyes as big’; “fings" and 
“things” were referred. to and in the latter it 1s said that it is alleged that the 
suspect gave his name as Brown. This appears to have emanated from a state- 
spent made by Mr. Piggott who saw Miss Storie atthe lay-by and said that when 
hhe asked her who did it she replied “Brown”, “he’s taken our car”. At the end 
‘of her written statement to Mr. Whiffin she said: 


“{ do not recall ever saying to anyone the name ‘Brown’. I may have 
said the man had brown hair . . .” 


‘The first National circulations in the same terms oceurred between 11,21- 
11,56.a.m. The descriptions refer to the man being smartly dressed in a black or 
dark grey suit. At 4.15 p.m. a further local message was circulated by Det. 
Supt. Barron with a description which included “about 30 years . “dark 
ibrown hair” and “brown eyes”. It has not been possible to discover where 
Mr. Barron obtained the description “brown eyes” and he is now dead. The 
‘brown eyes description was carried in the newspapers. The corrected description 
‘was not issued by the Bedfordshire police until 30th August. Tt was: 

“Age 25/30 years about 5 ft. 6 in., proportionate ‘build, dark brown hair, 
lean shaven, pale smooth face, icy blue, large saucer-like eyes, believed 
East London accent—when speaking says ‘fings’ instead of ‘things’; 
‘wearing dark lounge suit, clean and immaculate appearance”. 


131, No attempt was made at the Trial to suggest to Miss Storie that she 
had changed ber description of the man’s eyes from brown to blue. The Defence 
‘was aware that a description containing the words “brown eyes” had been 
aaa indeed asked Mr. Skillett about this. The inference youll eg 

be that the information at their disposal did not make it possible to 
oe pissanaten isposal did not make it po 


a ae er easeate pid mention at this stage is that Mis sa 
cross examination was prepared to accept that her descr 
of the hair was “medium brown, definitely not dark brown”. 


‘Miss Storie’s “first statement” 
Bia ie eM Sbrinions as Ree 
Most concern differences between this and her subse 
eae Ibior mavery—ia some cases Fou 
n 


videne 
fr, Bin 
hat M 
o all { 
vill, Lt 


(a) 


() 


¢ given by her which was not referred 
ndman has drawn attention to certain 


ir. Hanratly was not the mui 
i y Was not the murderer. { have given careful consideration 


hese points and where necessary I shall refer to 
hink, suffice if mention five of thems” nem AE ths stage i 


to in the statement. In addition 
aspects which he suggests indicate 


That she did not mention the colour of the man’s e 


es. Ldo notre 
this as surprising in the circumstances, s 0 nol regard 


That her description of the hair did not fit that of Mr. Ha 

Among other things it asl qiate Me Banat ote ae 
oon his hair. I have seen photographs of Mr. Hanratty but itis diffieat 
from these to assess the importance of these matters. My impression 
from the photographs is that one could loosely describe the hait us 
straight and brushed back, The precise colour of Mr. Hanratty's hair 
fon the 22nd August 1961 is not clear. The black tint had undoubtedly 
faded by the 26th August. The photograph—Exhibit 125—gives me the 
impression that the hair is greasy. The effect of artificial light on the 
precise colour and sheen of a person's hair in such circumstances is 
Uncertain and might well result in different descriptions, 


Age. This would be very difficult to judge. Her other descriptions are 
25 to 30 years of age. She said the voice was young 


In the “first statement” she said “I did have a good look at him when 
T was in the back of the car when I was trying to soften him up. 
I think I would be able to identify him, In fact I am sure I would”. 

She then said that she had never seen the man before and gave a 
description of him, She did not mention seeing him from the front 
of the car or seeing him in the headlights. As one would expect from 
Miss Storie's condition at the time and the appalling experience she 
had undergone, the “first statement™ did not follow 2 logical or 
chronological order. Prior to making the remarks quoted above she 
had been talking about the way in which Mr. Gregsten was shot: 
the man’s voice: the roadworks: and the man’s nervousness. In the 
“second statement” no description of the man was given: and the 
headlights were not mentioned. In that statement Miss Storie did not 
state specifically where she was when she saw the man. The first 
‘mention of the headlights was at an interview between Mr, Acott and 
Miss Storie on 11th September 1961 at Guys Hospital. In the early 
part of that interview she said: 

“My memory of this man’s face is fading”, 

She was shown photographs (not of Mr. Hanratty or Mr. Alphon)- 
She did not pick out any of these as being the man. In the case of one 


photograph she said it was like him. The reference to the headlights 
occurred in this way (""A” is Mr. Acott: "W” is Miss Storie): 


“V._ I seem to remember his lips were thin. 
A. By feel or by what you saw? 
V. Both I think. I seem to remember when the headlights were on 
him his lips were thin. 
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‘A, What headlights, during this sequence’? 

'V. Well the point is, the only time I saw him to get a look at him was 
after he'd shot Mike, when he was stil inthe back seat of the car, 
and I was still in the front, when he pulled me round to face him, 
and a cer came from betind me as it were and lit up his face. 
T can remember seeing him, His face staring through me. T 
remember these big blue staring eyes, and he didn’t seem con- 
scious of the fact that this car was lighting up his face. He didn't 
‘try and hide or anything 

‘A. And that was the only time you saw him’ 

V. That was the only time. All the other times I was facing forward 
or it was dark and I couldn't see”. 


Miss Storie’s description of this was quite spontancous and her 
evidence was in substantially the same terns. Whatever were the 
precise time and circumstances in which Miss Storie saw the man, 
there is no doubt that she was firmly convinced that she had seen 
him sufficiently clearly to be able to recognise him and to give a 
description of him. There does not appear to be any clement of 
exaggeration in regard to her evidence generally and in particular in 
regard to this part of her evidence since she herself made it plain that 
she only had one opportunity of seeing him and then only for a few 
seconds. I think that her belief that she could recognise him must have 
been based upon a sighting in conditions of light such as would enable 
heer to obtain e clear picture of his features. 

© The word “kip” is not used in the “frst statement”, In the “second 
statement” she said 

“Several times along the AG he said ‘I want « kip". 


134, Finally certain further criticisms of Miss Storie’s identifications were 
madeat the trial where they were fully investigated. {They are not in any sense 
now matter. Nevertheless in order to see the whole picture it is desirable to 
mention the two main points: 

(@ The fact that she picked out another person on 24th September 1961. 
Her condition at that time was this: 2 bullets had been removed from 
her body on the 22nd September under a local anaesthetic, Dr. Rennie, 
under whose care she was, said she was 

“very Keyed up, very tense but not flustered and quite clear in her 

mind”. 
He added thet he was quite satisfied that she was in a fit condition to 
go through with the parade. Mr. Acott thought she was not fit to 
attend the parade but he was anxious to deal with Mr. Alphon who 
was then being kept in custody. Miss Storie could not deseribe the 
man she picked out, Dr. Rennie said he could not describe him 
clearly: 

“As far as can remember he had rather fairish hair and bluish eyes”. 
Mr. Acott said that the man was 5 ft. 9 ins., dark, short cropped hair, 
about 27 years of age and heavily built. Whatever the precise descrip- 
tion it seems clear that the man picked out did not really resemble 
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Mx. Hanratty, Indeed Miss Storie wurced in 
at come stao she mentioned to someone thst there was 2 ‘fair 
resemblanes” ketween Mir, Alphon and the mam who had attacked her 
She picked the man on this pamde out alter about tive minutes, 
did not ask emyone to speak on this occasion she was nol zeware that 
she could do so. 


‘Dat on the parades which Mz, Llanrally attended op 12th and 
Véth October he was ot a disadvantage in two respects: First the 
colour of his hie, Tt wan put by defundiag Counsel to Miss Storie ia. 
thls ways 


ais head of hair oust have stood out like 2 carrot in 4 bunch, 


af basanas? 
As “That is right” 
There had been poblicity prior co the arrest of Me, Hanratty thet the 
cond that when she asked the men 
¢ quiet will you I um thiviing” which she dié 
ho Was apparently tke only one who pranonnesdt “7h” a 
Stories evidence was that she had alr 
hit, Haralty ss being the man before asking them to 5 
this me sise wanted there to be ne mistake. ‘There was evidence before 
the Jury thet this Lype of pronuuciation i quite common ssong 
Londonars, Mc, TTanratty’s solicitor was preseut at both of the 
‘parades on 130) Getoher and Aéth October 1961. Gn the fist paride 
tivo of the mon were ginuerlaired: on the second thre of the men 
vwere gingcr-haired. Apparently Mr, Hanratty didi make some com 
Flaine alter dhe Grat parade about the fact that he was wearing a dark 
ull, Otherwise thare do not appear to have bean any objections taken 
fee complaints made by Me, Manratty or bis solicitor about Lie corduet 
cf the parades or the men who look pat. 


maa ceing sought had dyed hi, 
yo spank and sty 
lice 


‘Lo summarits the position im celation to Mis Sterie’s identification: 
There ik nothing to support the suggestion thar she chminged the 
callous of the eyes fiom brown to Hue, Ou the conucary from fit to 
Tastabe ns always described the eyes as biue and did s0 to the 

‘not later than 26h August 

She appears to have consistently deserited the hair as brow 
ms of the lair amy not have fitted Mr. Hanvatty in all 
gst be viewed in the light of the circumstances in 
the man, Furthenmors aa inaccurate description af the 
hhaie vould not be incoxsisteat with the ability te make a correct fia 
evognition 


sin respecte her “Brot statement” is not eniirely concistont with 
‘hex eubsognen: evidence. It is by mo mteans wacommon for the recol- 

ction, oF wittsases to vary Ito” tnte to time: this often occurs exon 
jn favourable circumstances. When ore vonsid:rs the vircumstances 
in which the “frst stilement” cuue to be made aud the concition 
Miss Storie was ia dusing th hours and days folowing such an 
experience, Variations are perhaps hardly surprising 
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@ Very fall directions were given to the jury both in. rela 
identification generally and in relation to Miss Storie’s identification 
in particular, The learned Judge seid he was quite sure that they 
‘would examine her evidence with the greatest possible care. They must 
have done so and no doubt paid close attention to the numerous 
criticisms made by the Defence. Of these the most obvious and the 
most important was the incorrect identification on 24th Sepiember 
1961: but they included: 

The variations between her evidence at the trial and that at the 
Magistrates’ Court: 
The differences between her and Mr, Kerr (deseribed by the 
earned Judge as the conilict between them): and a number of 
points relating to her description of the man’s hair in comparison 
with Mr. Hanratty’s. The jury were reminded of the Identikit picture 
approved by her which shows the hair very flat and straight and 
brushed back from the foreitead: not at all like Mr. Hanratty’s hair, 
On the material then available I do not think that Miss Storie’s 
visual identification, standing on its own, could have been regarded 
as conclusive or as entirely satisfactory, "It must have been open to 
question. I do not know whether the jury, in reaching their verdict, 
relied upon this aspect of her evidence or whether, having regard to 
the learned Judge's directions, they felt it ought not to be put into the 
scales against the accused—in which case the additional material 
could not have affected the result. However, it is my task to make 
my own assessment in the light of all the material now available. 
T have already indicated in paragraph 133(¢) my view that 
Miss Storie's belief that she could recognise the man must have been 
based upon a sighting in conditions which would have enabled her to 
do so. There was no element of exaggeration ia her evidence as to the 
opportunity she had of seeing the man: quite the contrary. My 
assessment is that the additional material does not destroy ot seriously 
damage her general credibility as a witness: the reliability of her 
description of the man or her evidence of other important matters— 
such as voice: accent: pronunciation: language: “kip”: personal 
history and so on. At the most it might tend to weaken her evidence 
as to facial recognition—but would, in my view, be of far less import 
ance in this respect than the incorrect identificetion of 24th September 
1961. I shall consider in Section X whether the matters raised make 
any, and if so what, difference to the impact of her evidence as a 
whole, 


136 Mr. Skillett—He was driving to work at about 7.00 a.m, with Mr. 
Blackhall. His attention was forcibly drawn to the Morris Minor(Mr, Blackhall’s 
description of the rear established that it was Mr. Gregsten’s car) because it 
cut him up” just missing the inside of his car. Mr, Skillett decided to catch it 
up in order to give the driver a piece of his mind and came level with the 
Morris—it being on his nearside—at a roundabout where it was practically at a 
standstill for a few seconds. At Mr. Skillett’s request, Mr. Blackhall wound 
down the window. Mr. Skillett expressed his feelings in no uncertain terms but 
the driver just stared for a second or so, laughed and pulled off. Mr. Skillett 


6 


‘no doubt that this was the man. 


137. Mr. Blackhall—Was present at both identity parades. He picked out a 
did not pick out Mr. Alphon or Mr. Hanratty. 


138. Mr. Trower—He called for his friend Mr. Hogan on the morning in 
‘question as was his custom. He said that while waiting for Mr. Hogan he was 
standing near the kerb, close to his Humber ear when he saw a Morris Minor 
‘approach which was being driven rather oddly. His attention was particularly 
drawn to it by the way in which the driver changed down making a noise like 
that of a racing car. It passed him and went round the comer into Avondale 
‘Crescent. He did not hear the engine and, therefore, presumed it had stopped. 
‘The Morris Minor was subsequently found in Avondale Crescent that evening. 
‘He had a view of the driver for about three seconds in all—including full face: 
side face and thres-quiarter turned away. When asked by the police the next 
day if he saw anything unusual at first he remembered nothing. Later, after 
speaking to Mr, Hogan, he remembered the incident andl went back to tell the 
police. He then made a written statement about the matter, He was present on 
‘2rd September 1961 but made no identification. On 13th October 1961 he 
picked out Mr. Hanratty. Much later in the trial he was recalled because of the 
jury's request for more information about Mr. Trower's position when the 
Morris Minor passed him. It then transpired that he had been shewn photo- 
graphs by the police (not including Mr. Hanratty) and had picked out two of 
these as resembling the man, At this stage Mr. Hogan was called by the Defence 
and gave evidence which if correct threw doubt on certain aspects of Mr. 
"Trower's account. On reading it one does not receive a very favourable 
impression of Mr. Hogan as a witness and he only made a statement about the 
matter a day or two before be was called. I am, of course, unable to say what 
effect this evidence may have had on the jury's evaluation of Mr. Trower. 
Mr. Trower said he had no doubt that Mr. Hanratty was the driver. All aspects 
Of his evidence were fully explored before the jury including the fact that his 
opportunity of observing the driver was very limited. 


139. Mr. Hirons-—He made two statements to the police on 30th August 
1961. He was the garage attendant at whose garage a Morris Minor stopped for 
petrol about a week previously, He said that a man got out of the rear seat 
‘and bought two gallons of petrol at about or past midnight. The man was 
excited and in a hurry. Mr. Hirons’ recollection was that there was a man in 
the driving seat and a woman next to him, He described the man as between 
32 and 38 years of age: about 5 ft. 7} in.: heavy build with dark hair. He said 
hhe would be able to identify the man again. On 23rd September Mr. Hirons 
picked out a person—not Mr. Alphoa. On 13th October 1961 he picked out a 
person—not Mr. Hanratty. If Mr. Hirons was speaking of the same incident 
his ability to describe and to observe would not appear to be very good. The 
description was substantially different from Miss Store's: and on two 
‘occasions he picked out people who had nothing to do with the matter. 
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Possibly the explanation fies in Misi Storie’s account of this incident: for 
(though her evidence is not very clear on this point) she appears to have said 
that Mr. Gregsten got out of the car and paid for the petrol. Mr. Gregsten was 
37 years of age, 


VI 
THE OTHER PROSECUTION EVIDENCE 
140. I propose to refer only to certain aspects of the case, 


Roy William Langdale 


141, This man, who had a number of previous convictions, was arrested 
with his wife on Ist November 1961 when both were charged with forgery 
of Post Office Savings Bank books, She was put on probation but he was 
remanded in custody the case being remitted to a higher Court for sentence. 
On or about the 4th or Sth November 1961 he was transferred to the Hospital 
Wing at Brixton Prison and remained there until his discharge on 
23rd November, His evidence was that at exercise time he and Mr. Hanratty 
used regularly to exercite together and became very friendly. In the first few 
days Mr, Hanratty denied that he had anything to do with the AG marder 
but after a time he opened up to Mr. Langdale and gave him a good many 
details cbout the murder and the rape in terms which amounted to a complete 
confession of his guilt. On the 22nd November 1961 Mr. Langdale went to 
Middlesex Sessions where his case was due to be heard. He was accompanied 
by Mr. Alfred William Eatwell a prison hospital officer who was on duty 
because of Mr. Langdale, Mr, Eatwell had been told that Mr, Langdale was “& 
special watch" prisoner—one with suicidal tendencies—and he was to watch 
Langdale, Mr. Langdale’s case was not reached that day. On the way back 
Mr. Eatwell heard Mr. Langdale telling another prisoner about information 
which Mr. Hanratty was supposed to have given to him regarding the murder 
and rape. Mr. Eatwell naturally reported the matter to the Prison Governor. 
Mr. Langdale returned to Sessions the next day and was put on probation for 
3 years—a result which apparently he did not expect. On 29th November, 
Sat. Oxford saw Mr. Langdale and had to persuade him to come and see 
Mr, Acott. He did so on 30th November and made a long statement which 
Formed the basis of his evidence—though it did not tally with his evidence in all 
respects 


142, The committal proceedings started on 22nd November 1961 and the 
evening papers carried reports of the Prosecution’s opening of the Aé marder 
case. Mr. Langdale said he had not seen a paper on 22nd November. Mr. 
Eatwell confirmed this and also gave evidence that the only visitors Mr. 
Langdale had were his wife and mother and that there was no discussion of the 
AG murder during this visit. 


143, Neither Mr. Langdale nor Mr. Eatwell were allowed to give evidence 
at the trial as to the conversation in the prison coach between Mr. Langdale and. 
the other prisoner—since this evidence would have been hearsay and, therefore, 
inadmissible, Hearsay evidence is not excluded because it has no. probative 
value bat for other reesons such as the danger of manufactured evidence. 
For the purpose of this enquiry I feel that consideration should be given to this 
conversition in order to see if it throws any light on the weight to be attached 
to Mr. Langdale’s evidence. Mr. Eatwell made a statement to the potice on 
30th November 1961 having made a written report on 23rd November 1961 
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Mr, Eatwell’s recollection was that Mr, Langdale said that Mr. Hanratty fad 
‘walked with him when on exercise at Brixton and told him what he had done. 
Mr. Langdale had a fot of conversation with the other prisoner in the coach 
and the gist of the conversation was this: 


‘Mr. Hanratty had told Mr. Langdale that he bad shot the man and 
raped the girl whilst the dead man was still in the car, in the front. After 
raping the girl he had made her drag the dead man out of the front of the 
car on Co the grass and lie down beside him. Mr. Hanratty then shot the 
girl, Mr. Langdale said: “He must be mad as his sole conversation is 
sex”. 


“This is substantially the same as Miss Storie’s account save that she said she 
was sitting beside Mr. Gregsten when she was shot, 


144, Me, Hanratty denied that he regularly exercised with Mr. Langdale or 
that he had made any kind of confession to him. 


145. The Defence called two other persons, Mr. David Emeryand Mr. Nicholai 
Blythe who were in the Brixton Prison Hospital at the material time. They said 
that Mr, Hanratty did not exercise with Mr. Langdale and that, on the contrary, 
Mr, Hanratty was on very friendly terms with Mr. Emery and regularly exercised 
with him. They had made statements in which they said that Mr. Hanratty 
hhad always maintained his innocence, The Defence also had a statement 
from another fellow prisoner who saw Mr. Hancatty frequently at Brixton in 
December 1961 and January 1962 and who said that Mr. Hanratty maintained 
his innocence. It is to be noted that no other witness has suggested that 
Mr. Hanratty confessed or admitted his guilt and he undoubtedly protested 
his innocence up until the time of his execution 


146, Three other matters arise in relation to Mr. Langdale's evidence: 

(a) First there is nothing to support the suggestion that there was any 
connection between the conversation in the coach and the favourable 
result which Mr. Langdale achieved at the Court on 23rd November 
1961. The Defence had the transcript of that hearing but did not 
attempt to make much use of it in’Mr, Hanratty’s trial. There was 
apparently a reference at the hearing on 231d November 1961 to a 
Prison Commissioner's Report which talked about “some mental 
instability” but there is no doubt that this report must have been 
written Before the 23rd November 1961, The fact that Mr. Langdale 
did not obtain any direct advantage on 23d November 1961 does not 
preclude the possibility that he invented a story and related it in such 
‘A way that it would be heard by the officer hoping that it would be 
passed on to the authorities and stand him in good stead. 

(6) Secondly, Mr. Langdale admitted that subsequently—in about 
January 1962—he did obtain some money from newspapers in 
connection with this story. 

(€). Third, there were inconsistencies between the account which he said 
Me. Haneatty gave of certain matters and what in fact had taken 
place. 


147. The jury was cautioned strongly about Mr. Langdale’s evidence not 
only by the Defence but by the Prosecution and the Judge. And rightly: for this 
type of evidence is always suspect; particularly when there is evidence (0 the 
contrary. One cennot speculate as to how the jury—who saw and heard 
Mr. Langdale—and the other witnesses—viewed it and what reliance if any 
they placed on it. If it stood alone T would regard it as of litle weight: but 
coupled with the evidence of Mr. Eatwell (including his account of the coach 
conversation) I do not think it can be dismissed out of hand. Mr. Langdale 
seems to have had a rather remarkable knowledge of the details of the crime 
and it is not easy to see how he could have acquired them by the evening of 
22nd November 1961. [have read the reports in the Evening Standard and 
Evening News of 22nd November 1961. Both newspapers very fully reported 
the opening of the case by the Prosecution though both said specifically that 
Miss Storie was sitting when the first shots were fired at her and that the man 
hhad to help her get Mr. Gregsten out of the car. It scems to me unlikely that 
Mr. Langdale would have got these 2 important details wrong if he had read 
1 report in the newspaper on that day and then invented the story that he 
told the fellow prisoner in the coach on the way back to prison, The differences 
are more likely to be due to faulty recollection by him of something told to 
him some time previously or perhaps faulty recollection on the part of the 
person who gave him the details, I would not be prepared to regard Mr. 
Langdale's evidence as in any way conclusive but I do not think itean be totally 
ignored. I think itis entitled to some weight as part of the total picture, 

148, The weight of this depends to a considerable extent on the evidence 
of Mr. Acott and Sergeant Oxford, According to their uccount Mr. Hanratty 
‘used this expression on atleast two occasions during the course of the interviews. 
‘This Mr. Hanratty denied stating that it was not * word he used and a point 
‘was made of the fact that in one of the telephone conversations with Mr. Acott 
ine used the word “slept” not “kip”. Mr. Acott was sirongly attacked in cross 
examination as to his fairness: efficiency: accuracy and truthfulness, Tt was 
suggested that things Which Mr. Hanratty had seid were omitted and things 
‘which he had not said were included. The interviews in which the Police Officers 
stated the word “kip” wats used (and in which other disputed remarks were 
atiributed to Mr. Hanratty) were conducted as interrogations and Sergeant 
‘Oxford made running notes in what was described as his own shorthand which 
‘were afterwards expanded somewhat by him and Mr. Acott. These notes 
were examined by the Defence and were found, except in one or two minor 
respects, (0 correspond with the full notes of the interviews, Mr. Hanratty’s 
denial if correct would mean that Sergeant Oxford hed put things in his running 
‘contemporaneous note Which were never said. The suggestion must be that the 
officers deliberately inserted this expression because Miss Storie had said the 
murderer hod used it several times, in order to implicate Mr. Hanratty: and 
hhad done so at a time (the 12th October) when Mr. Hanratty had not been 
put on any identification parade, T cannot, of course, speculate as to what 
View the jury may have taken about this mutter: it would have still been open 
fo them to convict Mr, Hanratty even if they hud rejected the officers’ evidence. 
It is, perhaps, proper to obscrve that one would normally require strong evidence 
{o support such a suggestion particufarly when the other party to the interview 
Mr. Honratty was a self confessed liar. The probabilities are strongly against 
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cis true as Mr, Hindman tas pointed out that Miss Storie did not use the word 
"Kip" in her first statement but that may simply be due to her clearer and 
more detailed recollection when she was under less stress and strain, Ik would 
‘be surprising if she subsequently invented this word, 


The Telegram 

149, The inferences to be drawn ftom this also depend to a considerable 
extent on whether the officers’ account or that of Mr. Hanratty is correct. 
‘The sending of the telegram was in itself a rather odd action and no satisfactory 
explanation was given for it. Mr. Hanratty said he was told before he paid for 
the telegram that it could not be delivered that night. His evidence was that 
he intended to catch the midnight train and then go to the Frances"; which 
meant that he might have arrived before the telegram. It conveyed nothing 
of any importance or urgency. He could have telephoned the Frances. In my 
view it looks like a somewhat erude attempt to set up or support an alibi. 
This view is supported by Mr. Hanratty’s answers in cross examination, He 
agreed that when he refused to give Mr. Acott particulars of the "3 men” 
hhe said something to this effect: 


“I got something else which will prove my alibi”, 


and Mr. Hanratty added that this was a reference to the telegram. I do not think 
that Mr. Acott “misunderstood” Mr, Hanratty: on the contrary I think that 
Mr. Hanratty who gave a considerable amount of circumstantial detail about 
the sending of the telegram said that he had sent it on the Tuesday evening 
perhaps not realising that the police would be able to obtain & copy. 


‘The Murderer’s Past 


150. Miss Storie gave evidence about » number of things which the man told 
them about himself and his past and present activities. She said that he con- 
tradicted himself and this is obviously correct. It is clear that some of the 
things he said to Mr. Gregsten and Miss Storie would fit Ms. Hanratty and 
‘others would not. The man had a considerable knowledge of the workings of 
the penal system and used abbreviations such as C-T. (corrective training) 
‘and P.D. (preventive detention) which would probably not mean much to the 
‘ordinary person. He said that he had “done the lot”. Apparently in prison 
Jargon this means that a man has served a whole sentence without remission 
—as in fact happened to Mr. Hanratty in his last sentence of corrective 
training. Whether Miss Storie understood it in this sense is beside the point. 
Evidence was given by the Prosecution that in the 3 years 1959-1961 over 1,300 
persons had been sentenced to 3 years corrective training and only 5 of these 
{including Mr, Hanratty) had served the full term. It is perhaps worth meation- 
ing in passing that none of the information given by the man could apply to 
Mr. Alphon. 


Roadworks 


151, Mr. Haneatty's family lived in the Kingsbury area and the remarks 
about the roadworks certainly indicated a familiarity with that sector of the 
‘outor suburbs, 
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Yoice and Pronunciation 

152, It is true that many cockneys pronounce the “th” as an “f and the 
fact that this wes Mr. Hapeatty’s normal way of speaking could not of itself 
bbe conclusive. Nevertheless, it was a factor to be taken into account in weighing 
the evidence. The jury had to consider—was this just a coincidence or did it 
support the picture the Prosecution was presenting? Evidence was given by 
Police Constable Terence John Wilkins that when he was keeping observation 
‘on Mr. Hanratty at Bedford Police Station on 13th October 1961 Mr. Hanratty 
‘on several occasions said: 

“Be quiet. I have got a lot of “inking” to do”. 

| cannot comment on the voice but the jury heard it for a number of hours, 


‘The Hepworth Suit Jacket 
153, According to the evidence of Mr, Acott und Mr. Oxford in the course 
of the second interview at Blackpool on the 12th October 1961 the following 
occurred 
‘Mr. Acott. “We have had enquiries made at Stanmore and surrounding 
districts and we are unable to find any record respecting the house breakings 
you mentioned nor to find any trace of your blue jacket”. 
Mr. Hanratty. “No, Mr. Acott. That was a lie I told you, I destroyed 
the jacket”. 
Mr. Hanratty denied that he ever said this, It subsequently transpired that his 
description of the breaking into two houses in this arca on or about the 
Ist October 1961 and the stealing of a black jacket was correct: but the Hepworth 
Jacket which he said he had abandoned in a recreation ground was not found. 
Tt is perhaps of some significance that evidence was given by the witness who 
sold the suit to Mr. Hanratty that the labels from the trousers and waistcoat 
had been removed. 


‘The Cartridge eases 

154, In his written submissions Mr. Bindman has drawn attention to the 
fact that altogether 9 bullets were recovered from the scene, the car and Miss 
Storie's body whereas a lesser number of cartridges were found. He suggests 
that 6 were discovered and that there could have been nother one in the duffle 
bag in the car—making 7 in all and thus leaving two to be ejected at the Vienns 
Hotel. The evidence, however, clearly refers to only 6 cartridge cases and the 
‘Judge in the summing up refers to 6 although he mentions one being in the 
‘dulfle bag. The duffle bag was not in fact in the car but was found on the layby, 
and the Judge appears to have made a mistake in suggesting that one was in the 
duffle bag, The evidence of Inspector Milborrow was that 4 cases were close 
to the man: one under the garments covering Miss Storie—and one in the 
vicinity of the dufile bag. Chief Inspector Oliver gave evidence that a buller was 
found in the duffle bag. There are, accordingly, three cartridge cases un- 
;ccounted for. Fully loaded the gun would contain six bullets. When opened oF 
‘broken" the cartridge cases would be automatically ejected a short distance. 
From Miss Storie’s account and the number of bullets and cartridge cases 
found it scems clear that when the murderer left the scene there would have 
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been 3 spent cartridge cases in the gun, IF indeed as is suggested the gun was 
“broken” at the Vienna Hotel after the murder and re-loaded (it was fully 
loaded with 6 live bullets when found on the bus) 3 cartridge cases would 
have fallen out. IL is almost inconceivable that the murderer Would have taken 
fone away and left the other two. 


155, This point wos never taken at the trial nor so far as Tam aware has it 
ever been raised before Mr. Bindman's submissions. 


156, In my view it is not possible to reconcile the two cases found at the 
Vienna Hotel with the three left in the gun after the murder. If anything these 
facts tend to suggest that the two cartridge cases in the Vienna Hotel were 
placed or dropped there before the murder. 


157. Coupled with this point is the evidence adduced by the Prosecution 
that Room No. 24 was only accupied on one night hetween 21st/22nd August 
and the Ith Sepiember 1961, namely by an Indian gentleman on 
30th August 1961, This matter is related to the suggestion made at the trial, and 
subsequently, that Mr. Alphon occupied that room on 22nd/23rd August 
Itis more convenient to deal with this aspect in Section IX, paragraphs 353-365 
‘where his alleged role is examined in more detail. At this stage it will be suficient 
to say that in my view the evidence and in particular the Hotel's records do not 
support this suggestion. 
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vit 
THE ALIBI 


A. Mr, HANRATTY’S ACCOUNT 


158, Mr. Hanratty seid that he left the Vienna Hotel at about 9.30 am. on 
the 22nd August 1961 intending to go to Liverpool. He walked to Paddington 
by mistake and then reilising it was the wrong station took a taxi to Buston. 
He caught a train which left at around midday. 


159. His object in going to Liverpool was to try and dispose of a diamond 
ring valued at about £350 and other stolen articles, He had not been able to get 
the right price for the ring in London. For this purpose he was going to see 
Mr. A with whom he had served a sentence. He had aot seen this man for 
3 or 4 years, Mr. A was a grocer or a greengrocer. Mr. Hantatty only had an 
outline of the man's address—Carlton or Tarleton Road or Strect. 


160. He arrived in Liverpool at about 4.30 pm.: had a wash and brush up: 
‘a cup of tea and left his suitcase in the left luggage with a man whose hand was 
deformed or withered. (The relevant train would have arrived at 4.43 p.m.) 


161. After enquiring of members of the public for Carlton or Tarleton Road 
Mr. Hanratty was directed to and boarded a bus. The conductor did not know 
the Road, so Mr. Hanratty got off and vent into a sweet shop in Scotland Road 
where there was a woman behind the counter and a little girl. He asked the 
direction of Catlton/Tarleton Road and she told him he had to go back into 
town. 


162, The original alibi given to the police and his legal advisers was that he 
stayed in Liverpool for the nights of 22nd and 23rd August 1961 at a flat in the 
Bull Ring with three men, There was also a woman and (wo children in the flat. 
In his proof of evidence he said that he got his case back from the left luggage 
at about 6.30 to 7.0 pm. He persistently refused to name the men on the 
‘ground that they had criminal records bat from time to time additional informa- 
tion was given about them and about the location of the flat. According to 
Mr. David Emery’s stotement to the Defence Mr. Hanratty told him that he 
was in Liverpool on the night of the murder with three men and would call 
them if things “really got dodgy”. The Defence had a statement from another 
fellow prisoner (who was not called) that he and Mr. Hanratty were in close 
contact in Brixton in December 1961 and January 1962. He said that 
Mr. Hanratty: 


“assured me that he was in Liverpool at the material time”. 


163, Eventually he gave names to his solicitors and both the police and the 
Defence interviewed a number of persons so named. In his proof he gave a 
considerable amount of circumstantial detail about a man—whom he named— 
wwith whom he said he stayed in Liverpool. He also gave details of what he said 
he had done in Liverpool on the Wednesday and New Brighton on the 
‘Thursday. In the proof he said that this named man sold the jewellery for kim 
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‘00 the Thursday, Mr. Hanratty also said in his proof that he stayed with the 
same persons when he went to Liverpool on the 71h October 1961 and that they 
got him out of Liverpool on the 11th October. 


164, Very extensive enquiries were made by the police and numerous names 
and addresses and other information were passed over to the Defence. Three 
particular men named by the Defence were traced by the police and their 
particulars supplied to the Defence. On the 19th December 1961 at the request 
of the Defence the enquiries were switched to a different area of Liverpool. 
Great efforts were also made by the Defence and these included interviews 
‘with the three named men and in particular with the named man referred to in 
paragraph 163, These efforts were continuing as late as the 17th January 1962 
when the Defence investigator Mr. Gillbanks wrote to Mr. Kleinman the 
Defence solicitor: 

“L very much regret that our combined efforts to establish an alibi with 
the three men in Liverpool for James Hanratty are not at all rewarding. 
It would appear that the correct details in relation to people and places 
are not being supplied”. 

and added later: 

“L have now made exhaustive enquiries in all those tenements and Tam 
satisfied that there is no family living in any of them which woutd fit the 
description supplied . 

“It has been extremely difficult making the enquiries with such limited 
details ... I feel confident that had any family as described been living 
in the area . .. 1 would have discovered them”. 


165, This enormous activity on the part of the police and the Defence came 
to nought because as Mr. Hanratty admitted subsequently the story of the stay 
in Liverpool and the three men was quite untrue, 


166, ‘The alibi given by him in evidence at the trial was this, He said that after 
Jeaving the sweet shop he walked back into town—a distance of over « mile— 
‘and hid a meal at Lyons in Lime Street. He then attempted to sell a gold watch 
toe man on the steps ofa billiard hall. The man refused and told him not to go 
‘upstairs selling stuff as they were licensed premises. 


167, Mr. Hanratty abandoned the search for Mr, A and decided to go to 
Rhyl to interview a man (subsequently identified as Terry Evans) whom he only 
‘knew by the name of “Joha" to see if this man could introduce him to anybody 
who would buy the stolen property. 


168, Terence Michael Evans (known locally and hereafter referred to as 
‘Mr. Terry Evans) had lived in Rhyl all his life, He was of distinctive appearance 
having a star tattooed on his forehead and owned a black taxi. In July 1961 
Mr. Terry Evans was working on the fairground, On or about 25th July 1961 
‘Mr. Hanratty came to the fairground seeking work and obtained a job. He met 
Mr. Terry Evans, As he had nowhere to sleep Mr. Terry Evans took him home 
and Mr, Hanratty spent the night at his house. In the morning Mr, Terry Evans 
seeing the state of Mr, Hanratty's shoes, gave hin @ pair of nearly new shoes 
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‘upon the understanding—as he Mr. Terry Evans said—that Me, Haneatty 
‘would pay for them out of his first week's wages. Mr. Hanratty took the shoes 
bbut did not return to the fairground nor did he return the shoes. Mr. Terry Evans 
did not see Mr. Hanratty again until the trial 


169. Mr. Hanratty said he arrived in Rhyl late in the evening of the 
22nd August, enquired on S$ or 6 occasions to get bed and breakfast and finally 
succeeded in obtaining accommodation, 


170. He spent wo nights in Rhyl but was not able to find Mr. Terry Evans and 
accordingly returned to Liverpool on the Thursday at about midday. He pt his 
‘case in the left luggage: had a meal: saw a film: sent the telegram to Mr, Prance: 
and caught a train back to London at about midnight. He visited the Frances 
that Friday morning. 


171. His explanation for the original lie about the three men and the stay 
in Liverpool was this. It was common ground that Mr. Hanratty spoke to 
Mr, Acott on the telephone twice on the 6th October and a third time—from 
Liverpool—on 7th October 1961, He said that in the first telephone conversation 
Mr, Acott asked him where he had been on the 22nd and 23rd August. He 
replied “Liverpool”. In the second conversation that evening Mr. Acott asked 
him where he stayed and who with and he told the lie about the three men. The 
result was that having made up the lie he made up further lies to cover it. 
Having done this he felt he had to continue. His Counsel asked hi 


“Why did you not tell him you had been to Rhyl?" 


‘A, “I did not tell Superintendent Acott because at that point 1 did not 
know the name of the street, the number of the house, or even the name 
of the people living in the house, At that stage I knew that [ was only 
wanted for interviewing not for the actual AG trial which T eventually 
found out later—or the truth would have been told straight away”, 


172, All three phone calls were of course initiated by Mr. Hanratty. The 
first two were made in London. The third from Liverpool. 


173. Mr. Acott’s version of the phone calls was different. He made notes of 
each call after it was finished. There is no mention in his evidence (or in his notes) 
as to the two telephone calls on 6th October of his asking any question of 
Mr. Hanratty as to where he was, where he stayed or who he was with: of of any 
mention of Liverpool or the three men. Mr. Acott made it quite clear that the 
first mention of Liverpool was in the telephone call of 7th October when 
Mr. Hanratty said he had gone to Liverpool by train from Euston on 
22nd August and had stayed with three men for five days, He asked Mr. Hanratty 
for their names and addresses but Mr. Hanratty would not disclose them. He 
said that because of their criminal activities they would not see Mr. Acott. 


174. ‘The importance of this matter is that in cross-examsination Mr. Hanratty 
agreed that if the first mention of Liverpool wars on (he 71h October 1961 i 
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would destroy his excuse for inventing the three men. Me. Swanwick, when 
ing Mr, Hanratty, after referring to Mr. Acott’s version of the 


“OF course, if Mr. Acott were right about that, it would torpedo your 
whole excuse for inventing the three men would it nL?” 


A. “It would, yes". 
175. There is other evidence which may throw some light on this conflict. 


(@) Mr. France gave evidence—which was not challenged—that on the 
‘Sth and 6th October 1961 Mr. Hancatty telephoned him, His first 
words were! 

“Dixie, Dixie I am wanted for the A6 murder’ 
Mr. France said he tried to persuade Mr. Hanratty to go to Scotland 
Yard. He also said that Mr. Hanratty told him he had £250 hidden 
away. In cross-examination by the Defence at the Magistrates’ Court 
Mr. France said: 

“He told me that he had been in Liverpool at the time the murder 

‘was committed and there were witnesses who could say so”. 


‘This was not repeated at the trial and therefore must be treated 
‘with caution. Nevertheless it seems clear that by the Sth October 1961 
‘he knew he was wanted for the murder, 


(®)_ Detective Inspector William Holmes gave evidence that on 6th October 
1961 be took a telephone call from a man who wanted Mr. Acott. 
‘Mr. Holmes told the caller that Mr. Acott was not available. At first 
the man would not give his name but said: 

“1 know the police are after me for the A6 murder”. 
When requested he gave his name as “Ryan” and then on further 
request gave it as “Hanratty”. 


(©) In his proof of evidence Mr, Hanratty said that on the Friday night 
(6th October): 
“I telephoned Acott to let him Know that 1 had an alibi but that 
there were reasons why I could not name the people there”. 


176. In the face of all the evidence I do not think it is possible to accept the 
suggestion that the Liverpool lie was made up “on the spur of the moment” 
‘or as a result of Mr. Hanratty’s confused state when talking to Mr. Acott on 
the telephone, As will be indicated later it is equally difficult to accept the 
explanation given by him for not telling Mr. Acott about the alleged stay at 
Rhyl. 


177. It was not until late in the afternoon of the 6th February 1962—the 
12th working day—that the Judge, jury, Prosecution and police were informed, 
in the course of Defending Counsel's opening speech for the Defence, that the 
Liverpool alibi was a lic and that Mr. Hanratty had spent the nights of 22nd and 
23rd August in Rhyl. From information obtained as a result of the investigation 
macle in 1967 it has emerged that enquirics were being made in Rhyl from the 
25th January 1962 onwards on behalf of the Defence o try and obtain evidence 
f0 support this alibi 
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B, LIVERPOOL 
‘The Sweet Shop Incident 

178, On or about the 13th October 1961 information was given to the potice 
‘ther by Mr, Hanratty ot his solicitor that in the afternoon of 22nd August 1961 
after his arrival at Liverpool from Euston he called in at a sweet shop in Scotland 
Road where he asked a woman who was accompsnied by a child to direct him 
to Carlton Road or Talbot Road. 


179. As a result enquiries were made by the Liverpool police and on the 
17th October 1971 Mrs. Dinwoodie made a written statement, A sweet shop at 
No. 408 Scotland Road was owned by Mr. David Cowley. Mrs. Dinwoodie 
had assisted in the shop from time to time. On Saturday 19th August 1961 Mrs, 
‘Cowley went on holiday and Mr, David Cowley wanted to visit her. Accordingly 
in the morning of Monday the 21st August 1961 Mr, David Cowley sent Mrs, 
Dinwoodie a note asking her to assist in the shop and suggesting that she bring 
her granddaughter Barbara Ann Ford with her (Barbara was then 13), Mrs. 
Dinwoodie came to the shop at about 12.30 p.m. with Barbara and took over 
from Mr. David Cowley. Apparently the intention was that Mrs, Dinwoodie 
‘would assist for the next two weeks. They remained there until some time after 
6.0 p.m. 


180, Mrs. Dinwoodie was again at the shop on the Tuesday but became ill in 
the afternoon and left the shop when Mr. David Cowley returned somewhere 
about 6.0 to 6,30 p.m. She did not in fact come back for some weeks owing to 
her illness, Confirmation of the illness on the Tuesday was available from medical 
records. Barbara did not come to the shop with her on the Tuesday but did call 
there at about 4.45 p.m. that day with a friend named Linda Walton. 


181. fn hee statement of 17th October 1961 Mrs. Dinwoodie suid 


“Between 3,30 and 4,00 p.m. on the Monday a chap came into the shop 
‘and asked me to direct him to Tarleton Road. I did not know where Tarleton 
Road was, though I knew Tarleton Street. I asked him if it was Tarleton 
Street and he said ‘No, Road’. There was a chap at the counter and I said 
to the man enquiring for Tarleton Rosd ‘Maybe this gentleman can help 
‘you’, | carried on with the business and thought no more of it” 


At the trial she gave evidence substantially in the same terms except that she 
put the time at 4.15-4.30 p.m, 


182. Subsequent to her first statement Mrs. Dinwoodie was again interviewed 
by the police and by the Defence. The Prosecution also obtained statements 
from Barbara: Mr. and Mrs. Cowley and Mr. John Cowley (David's brother). 
‘The Defence obtained statements from Barbara: her mother Mrs. Olive Ford: 
Linda Walton: and Mr. John Cowley. Mr. and Mrs. David Cowley were also 
interviewed on behalf of the Defence. 


183. Mr. Hanratty in his evidence said he asked the direction to Carlton/ 
Tarleton Road and she told him he had to go back into Town as he had come 
‘out too far, Later he said there were three roads asked for Carlton: Tarleton and. 
Talbot, In her evidence Mrs. Dinwoodie said that she told the enquirer that 
‘Tarleton Street was in the town, 
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184, Two important issuesarise on Mrs. Dinwoodie’s evidence: Indentifieation 
and Date, 


‘Tdentification 
185. In her statement of 17th October 1961 (when she was unfortunately 
shewn only one photograph) Mrs. Dinwoodie said: 
“The photograph you have shewn me is one of the man who came in 
‘on Monday 21st August asking for Tarleton Road”. 


She was interviewed again by the police on or shortly before the 
‘24th October 1961 when she was shewn a specially prepared album of 16 
photographs including one of Mr. Hanratty. Almost immediately she pointed 
{o the photograph of him and said he was “more like the man than any of the 
remainder”. 


186, She was interviewed by the Defence on 16th December 1961, and signed 
a photograph of Mr. Hanratty. She made a signed statement to the Defence 
(@ copy of which accompanied the brief) in which she said: 
“ am sure that the man who came into the shop is the man whose 
photograph I have signed on the back and dated the 16/12/61". 


187. On the 4th January 1962 she made a further statement to the police 
‘and said that at the interview with the Defence she was shewn a side photograph 
‘of a man which she could not recognise. She was then shewn a full face view 
of a man: 

“which 1 immediately identified as that of the man who had called at the 
shop No, 408 Scotland Road about 3.30-4.00 p.m. on Monday 21.8.61 
asking to be directed to Tarleton Road”. 


188. At the tril she was less definite, In chief she was asked by Defending 
Counsel; 
“Did you recognise the first photograph which was shewn to you as 
someone you had seen?” 3 
‘A. “Well I thought it resembled a chap that came in the shop. I only saw 
him... . Tonly had a glimpse for a second of the chap and as far as T could 
‘remember it was the chap”, 
In cross examination: when asked about the occasion when a number of 
photographs were shewn to her she said: 
“L picked out one, which T thought might be. T told them that: T told 
them T was not sure”. 
‘She agreed that she had only seen the man for a very brief moment: did not 
take any particular notice of him and was very busy in the shop when he came 
in, Finally occurred this passage: 
Q. “Can you say more about this photograph or the man in the dock than 
that it resembles the person you saw?” 
A. “No™ 
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189, Barbara Ann Ford made a statement to the police on 2nd November 
1961 in the presence of her father. She confirmed being in the shop on the 
Monday of the week Mrs. Cowley started her holiday and that a man called 
‘and asked her grandmother if she could direct him to a street or road—Barbara 
‘could not remember the name he asked for. She was shewn some photographs 
but could not recognise any of them. 


190, She subsequently made a signed statement to the Defence a copy of which. 
accompanied the brief. In this she suid: 


“1 have been shewn photographs by Inspector Parkinson, I did not 
pick any out, I do remember the side face photograph”. 


‘This presumably was one shewn to her by the Defence and at P.F. 200 it is stated 
that she signed it, 
191. ‘There are two other points which should be mentioned on this issue: 
(@) in her statement to the Defence Mrs. Dinwoodie said: 
“He was hard to understand. I thought he was Scot or Welsh. 
(®) Inher statement to the Defence Barbara said: 


fe spoke in a funny Way. I thought he was Scottish at first. 
I reimarked on this to my grandmother (Nant)”, 


‘The Date 

192, Throughout Mrs. Dinwoodie has said—both in statements and in 
evidence—that she was certain the incident occurred on the Monday and (in 
‘Gvidence) that when the man came in Barbara was serving behind the counter 
‘with her. It is, however, clear that this certainty was based on the fact that 
Barbara was in the shop with her, serving behind the counter, on the Monday: 
but was not there on the Tuesday except when she called in with her friend 
at about 4.45 p.m. and stayed for about half an hour. Mrs. Dinwoodie's 
‘evidence was that Barbara did not serve that Tuesday afternoon, Barbara 
in her statement of 2nd November 1961 was equally adamant about the day: 


“+1 am certain that the day I was in the shop was the Monday of the week 
Mrs. Cowley started her holidays”. 


193, In her statement to the Defence Barbara said she thought it was the 
Monday because she was serving on the Monday and not the Tuesday. She also 
said in reference to the Tuesday: 


“We stayed for about half an hour but we were not behind the counter”. 


194, On the 16th January 1962 Barbara made a further statement to the police 
in the presence of her mother. She said: 
“I know it was on a Monday that I helped my grandmother .. . at 
Mrs. Cowley’s shop. The reason for me knowing it is because it was 
the first day of Mrs. Cowley's holiday, but I don't know what date it 
was. Mrs, Cowley went away 2 days earlier, that is on the Saturday. 
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‘She thew referred (0 the visit to town with Linda the following day and said: 
“We stayed for about a half an hour but neither Linda nor 1 served 
any customers, nor did either of us go behind the counter. Whilst ¥ was 
in the shop on ths Thettay, nobody called asking directions for any 


195. Miss Linda Walton made a statement fo the Defence—a copy of which 
‘accompanied the brief. She described the visit to the shop on the Tuesday 
with Barbara, They got there about 4 to 4.15 p.m. and stayed for about an 
hour, In contradistinction to Mrs. Dinwoodie and Barbara she said: 

“She (Barbara) was standing in front of the counter most of the time 
with me, but when children wanted serving she went behind the counter 
to serve them", 

‘Miss Walton made no mention of any caller asking for directions. 


196. Nor did Mr, John Cowley who made a statement to the police on 
Ist November 1961. He had to attend hospital on Monday the 2ist August. 
He was examined and left at about 3.30 p.m, He walked very slowly to the 
shop and this took him about 10-15 minutes. When he arrived Mrs. Dinwoodie 
‘and her grand-daughter were there, He said: 
“T do not remember any person calling in the shop asking for directions 
that day", 
‘On the Tuesday he went to the shop about 3.0 p.m. and assisted Mrs, Dinwoodie: 
“Her grand-daughter was not there on that occasion". 
“About 5.0 p.m. Mes. Dinwoodie complained about not feeling well 
but she remained there until my brother arrived about 6.0 to 6.30 p.in. 
Once again no person called at the shop asking for directions”. 


If Mrs, Dinwoodic’s orginal recollection of the time was correct, Mr. John 
Cowley could well have missed the enquiring caller on the Monday. fn her 
statement to the Defence Mrs. Dinwoodie put the time at: 

“just gone 4 o'elock, the Echo's had just arrived”, 


[None of her times are consistent with Mr. Hanratty’s account, 


197. Neither Miss Ford nor Miss Walton were called to give evidence 
for the defence. Nor was any attempt made subsequently to make any use of 
their statements either by application 10 the Court of Criminal Appeal to call 
them or—so far as T am aware—by submitting the statements to the Home 
‘Secretary. 


198, There was, however, further evidence as to the date. Mr. Albert Cecil 
Harding was a friend of the Cowleys. He regularly went to the shop, morning 
and evening. Sometimes in the evening he helped to sell. He was called by the 
Prosecution. His evidence was that he had driven Mrs. Cowley to her place 
of holiday on the Saturday 19th August 1961 and that when he went into the 
shop on the Monday and saw Mrs. Dinwoodie, he saw: 


the litle girl putting up pop bottles on the shelf, I said “Aye, Aye do you 


‘hot ymant me tonight” 
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He said that he was there both on the Monday and the Tuesday afternoons: 
in the former case at an carlier time than on the Tuesday. He saw Mrs. Dinwoodie 
‘on the Monday and had a conversation with her—which was not admissible in 
evidence at that stage, He did not see her or the girl when he arrived at the 
shop on the Tuesday—Mr. David Cowley was there then, Mrs. Dinwoodie was 
asked about the conversation with Mr. Harding, She agreed that there was a 
conversation and was definite that jt took place on the same day the man called. 
‘She said this: 

“Did you have a conversation with Mr. Harding that day?" 

“L asked him if he had ever heard of Tarleton Road”, 

“Do you remember what he said?" 

“He just said “the only Tarleton Road I know is off Southport Road—not 
in Liverpool’. 

“Did he ask you why you wanted to know about Tarleton Road?” 

“He just said ‘yes where are you going?” 

“What did you say?” 

“I said ‘there is someone enquiring f 
known in case anybody else might ask’ 
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and I would have liked to have 


199, As has already been stated, Mrs. Dinwoodie became ill on the Tuesday 
but remained in the shop until Mr, David Cowley arrived at about 6.0-6.30 p.m. 
Mr. Harding who made no mention of Mrs. Dinwoodie’s feeling ill when he 
cume to the shop, said he arrived at about 7.0 p.m. on the Tuesday. 


200. Apparently the Prosecution did not consider it necessary to recall Mr. 
Harding as to the conversation he had with Mrs. Dinwoodie. It is, however, 
worth looking at the statement made by Mr. Harding to the Liverpool police on 
3rd Jenuary 1962. In it he says he is quite certain that he saw Mrs, Dinwoodie 
and the girl on Monday and that when he arrived at the shop on the Tuesday 

ther of them were there—only Mr. David Cowley. His account of the con- 
versation with Mrs. Dinwoodie on the Monday is substantially the same as hers. 
When referring to his visit on the Monday he said he passed some jocular 
remarks to both Mrs. Dinwoodie and the girl about his services not being 
requited behind the counter, In his evidence he had started to refer to these 
remarks when the learned Judge stopped him saying that he must not tell the 
‘court what he said, He did in fact utter the one sentence I have quoted. 


201. This incident was very fully explored at the trial though without the 
evidence of Miss Walton and Miss Ford or the Cowleys being put before the 
jury. It is clear that they must have been satisfied either that the caller was not 
‘Mr. Hanratty of that the incident did not occur on the Tuesday the 22nd August 
1961. 


202. The position can be summarised in this way. A man did call at the sweet 
shop in Scotland Road in August 1961 enquiring for Tarleton (or possibly 
Carlton) Read. He spoke to Mrs. Dinwoodie at some time in the afternoon 


4“ 


= 


of either the Monday or Tuesday the 24st or 22nd August. Mrs. Dinwoodie 
mentioned the enquiry to Mr, Harding later that same day. ‘The man resembled 
Mr. Hanratty. Mrs. Dinwoodie, Miss Ford and Mr. Harding were all quite sure 
that the ineident occurredon the Monday and not the Tuesday. Mr. John Cowley 
did not remember the incident at all: but he did not arrive in the shop 
about 3.45 p.m. on the Monday. Miss Walton's statement indicates that 
Ford could have been behind the counter during some of the time when they 
‘were in the shop between about 4.15 and 5.15 p.m. on the Tuesday. She had 
no recollection of any enquiry. Both she and Barbara say that they left the shop 
atabout 5.15 p.m, 


203. Mr. Foot makes forcible use of the statements of Mrs. Dinwoodie and 
the Misses Ford and Walton to the Defence. Mr. Hanratty’s advisers decided 
not to call the girls to give evidence and no doubt there were good reasons for 
this decision. An obvious one is that the evidence of Barbara would have tended 
to strengthen the Prosecution case that the incident occurred on the Monday: 
she had added that Linda was not with her in the shop when the enquiry occurred 
that by itself would have further damaged the Defence case—perhaps beyond 
repair—on this very important issue, 


204. In considering this matter it must not be looked at in isolation. it must 
bbe put into the context of the Defence account of Mr. Hanratty’s reasons for 
going to Liverpool and what he did there which I have set out earlier. 


205. Quite apart from any question of identification there was in my opinion 
powerful evidence at the trial that the incident occurred on 2ist August 1961, 
In addition to the matters already mentioned there would uppear to be two 
further points not specifically dealt with at the trial which are material. 


(@) There is no mention in Mr. Hatding’s evidence or statement of Mrs. 
Dinwoodie’s illness. Had the conversation with him taken place on 
the Tuesday it seems almost inconceivable that he would not then have 
become aware of it. 


(®) Barbara and Linda would have left the shop before Mr. Harding's 
arrival on the Tuesday, Neither mentioned seeing him on that occasion. 
‘He was sure that Barbara was there when he arrived on the occasion 
when the conversation occurred. He makes no mention of Linda. 


206, If the whole of the available material had been put before the jury 1 
think (hat the additional evidence would have made the Prosecution case on 
this issue even stronger. 


207, In these circumstances it is desirable to consider the possibility that 
Mr. Hanratty was in Liverpool on the Monday 2ist August 1961 and not the 
‘Tuesday the 2nd August and that he performed the classical false alibi trick of 
relating @ (rug incident but putting it one day later than it actually occurred. 
"There was on the face of it strong evidence called by the Prosecution that he was 
in London on the Monday and could not have been in Liverpool (and 
Mr. Hanratty himsetf explicitly said that), ft was as follows: 
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Mr, John Wood the area supervisor of Burtols the cleaners, gave 
evidence—supported by documents—that on 2Ist August 1961 at 
theie branch in Swiss Cottage he received a green suit from a man who 
gave the name of Ryan and the address of 72 Boundary Road, London 
NWA, The suit was afterwards identified as one which belonged to 
Mr. Hanratty. Mr, Wood did not remember what the man looked like 
bbut was able to fix the time as about 11.0 a.m. Mr. Hanratty said he 
left the suit there. The France family lived at 8 Freeling House, 
Boundary Road N.W.8. 


‘The evidence of Mr, and Mrs, France and their daughter Carol. 
‘The effect of this was that Mr. Hanratty was at their house on the 
‘Sunday—when he asked Mrs, France to do some washing for him—and 
that he was there again on the Monday not leaving until 7.0 p.m. 
Carol said Mr. Haneatty urrived at about 2:30 p.m.; she was not at 
work as she had just come home from the dentist having had a tooth, 
‘out, There was evidence from the dentist that Carol did have a tooth 
out on 2Ist August at 20 p.m. Mr. and Mrs. France's evidence 
Was to the same effect as Carol's. They said Mr. Hanratty told them he 
‘was going 1o Liverpool to visit his aunt, A great deal has been written 
about Mr. France in connection with this case. He apparently attempted 
tocommit suicide on the 19th January 1962 and lefl certain letters. On 
16th March 1962 he did commit suicide and left some further letters. 
Anarticle in the Sunday Times on 9th May 1972 appareatly reproduced 
one of the letters found on the 19th January 1962 in full and it is 
referred to in the postscript to Mr. Foot’s book. The Sunday Times 
stated that: 

“the family is adamant that Mr. France killed himself because of 

his horror and remorse at having introduced a sex murderer into his 

homewhere he hecamea friend of the family and its three daughters”, 


Mr, France's quoted letter says that what be has done was for his wife 
and children and then appear the following statements: 
“they are going 0 crucifie us all" 
‘but Lsincerely promise you it will be much better than having the 
stigma of bearing the fact that T had done what was honestly write 
but will be so twisted as to make it look as though T was an associate 
of this filthy act” 
My petty acts of wrong will be magnifide to make itlook as though 
{knew all along that this man who I took to bea friend as turned 
into a monster and should pay a just penalty”. 


‘Obscure as the phraseology is, it certainly suggests that Mr. France 
knew more about the matter than appeared from his evidence. 


Mr. Hanrattyused to visitthe Rehearsal Club and got to know Miss Aun 
Pryce who worked there, She gave evidence at the Magistrates’ 
Court and when crosrexamined by the Defence said that on the 


as 


2st August Mr, Hithratty came to the Rehearsal Club once or maybe 
twice, He was carrying # leather suitcase and told her that he was 
going to Liverpool, In re-examination she said: 


“Lam not sure of the date. I am only guessing, I am not sure of 
any of the dates: not even the months”. 


At the trial this evidence was put to her and she agreed it was correct. 


Therefore, the question of whether Mr. Hanratty was in London on 
21st August (prior to about 11.30 p.m.) depends on his evidence and that 
‘of the France family. If they were mistaken or were unreliable would it have 
been perfectly possible for Mr. Hanratty to have been in the sweet shop at 
about 4.0 p.m. on 2Ist August and in the Vienna Hotel at 11.30 p.m. 


209, 1 have investigated this incident in considerable detail because it is a 
matter of crucial importance. If Mr. Hanratty was the man in the sweet shop 
and that visit occurred on Tuesday 22nd August 1961, although it would have 
still been theoretically possible for him to be in the cornfield by 9.15 pum., this 
is s0 unlikely that it can be ignored. Mr. Acott in the trial made it plain that 
he was not suggesting that this is what happened. Thus if it were Mr. Hanratty 
‘on the Tuesday, there must at the least have been a real doubt as to whether 
Mr. Hanratty committed the murder. On the other hund if it were not 
Mr. Hanratty who made the enquiry very serious doubt must be cast on his 
whole alibi story: for ifthe incident occurred on the Monday that must mean 
either that the caller was not Mr. Hanratty or that if it were he, his whole 
account of going to Liverpool on the Tuesday which is the foundation of the 
alibi including Rhyl lies in ruins. Whether the jury decided this matter on 
identification or date one cannot tell and 1 do not propose to speculate. As I 
have already indicated there was powerful evidence that the incident occurred 
con the Monday. Ifthe girls had been called T think that in all probability their 
evidence would have strengthened the Prosecution case on the date. My 
assessment is that the incident occurred on the Monday, 


‘The Left Luggage Office 
210, The Prosecution called Mr. Peter Stringer, a toilet attendant at Lime 


Street Station, Liverpool. He had an artificial left arm and wore a glove on his 
hand, 


211. His evidence was that he was on duty from 2-10 p.m, in the week 
commencing 21st August 1961 and sometimes assisted in the cloakroom. If 
he did so he would not go there until about 8.45 p.m. and would stay for about 
30 to 45 minutes. He had no recollection of any particular person depositing 
luggage on the 22nd August. 


212, He had been interviewed by the Defence before the trial. In cross 
examination he said that there was a regular cloakroom attendant at that time 
called Usher who had two fingers off one of his hands 
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213. The Defence had interviewed Mr. William Usher on two occasions 
prior to the trial. He was a regular attendant at the Left Luggage Office. He 
had a turned or withered left hand the middle finget of which was missing. He 
was on duty from 60 a.m. to 20 p.m. during the week commencing the 
2st August 1961. 


214, The report dated the 17th January 1962 to the Defence solicitor relating 
to the second interview stated: 

“He now fixes Tuesday the 22nd August 1961 as the day he had some 
conversation with a man who wanted the name ‘J. Ratty’ or ‘N. Ratty’ 
putting on his left luggage ticket. Usher replied that the ticket had the 
number on and the name did not matter. He fixes a time of 11.0 a.m. to 
12.30 pam. but in any case he would not be on duty after 2.0 p.m. He 
further states that this man was wearing a cap and a dark or blue suit. 
His identity of the photograph although he signed it, was not too good. 
This case hns, of course, been the subject of some discussion between 
Mr. Usher and his colleagues at the Station particularly since the press 
reports of the earlier court hearing” 


215. In August 1961 Mr. Hanratty seems to have been using the name 
“Ryan” and not “Hanratty”. 


216, Mr, Foot quotes 2 note from the Defence solicitor to Defence Counsel 
fe which occa to ertonce: ho sae th pholognph 3 seen i i” 
(PF. 193). 


217. On the 19th January 1962 subsequent to the interviews with the Defence 
representatives, Mr. Usher made a statement to the police. He said that about 
3 month ago aman called who sald he was making enquiries about « murder: 


‘He asked me if I had any recollection of a man_named Hanratty 
or anything outstanding that happened on Tuesday 22.861... said 
T could not remember anything nor did T recollect the name Hanratty. 
After he left I gave the matter some thought and I appeared to recollect 
that I had spoken to a man named Hanratty some time previously. 1 
did not have the slightest idea of the time when I had spoken to a man 
of that name o in fuct what I had spoken to him about”. 


He said that on the 15th January 1962 the man again called and said it appeared 
that Mr, Usher was definitely on duty the day that Hanratty called there and 
that there had been a dispute ubout the charge. The statement goes on: 


‘a dispute with 2 man who when walking away, said his name was Hanratty. 
T haye no idea when this dispute took place and it may have been 2, 3, 4, 5 


or 6 months ago. I havea feeling, however, that ... it was about 11.0 a.m.”, 


Mr. Usher was shown two photographs by the caller and said the face seemed 
familiar or that he had in fuet seen him some time. He also picked out 1 photo- 
graph from the 16 showed to him by Inspector Parkinson on the 19th January 
196. 


” 


His description of the man he had the dispute with was: 
“about 32/33 years: Sf 3ins: stocky build: fairish complexion: wearing 
darkish suit and cloth cap. T did not notice anything unusual about his 
accent”. 


For what itis worth the description does not seem much like Mr. Hanatty. 


218. Mr. Foot sets out details of an interview with Mr, Usher in 1970 in 
which he is quoted as saying: 
*T had some way then of picking out the date but honestly, I don’t 
remember it now” 


219, Mr. Foot suggests that if Mr, Hanratty had caught an earlier train 
and Mr. Usher had been working overtime the incident might have occurred 
at about 2.30 p.m,—guite contrary to Mr, Usher's recollection. What is more 
likely is that if Mr. Usher was describing a deposit of luggage by Mr. Hanratty 
Gand it is a big if) this relates to another occasion, perhaps later that week, 
when Mr. Hanraity according to his own account deposited his suitease at 
about midday at the Left Luggage Office. 


200. After full investigation and consideration the Defence decided that 
‘Mr. Usher could not assist Mr. Hanratty’s case and did not call him, I am 
not surprised. 


c. RHYL 
‘The Trial 

221, Inthe course of his evidence Mr. Hanratty gave the following information 
‘about the bed and breakfast house at which he claimed to have stayed and its 
‘occupants: 

(© A small terraced private house with a sign “Bed and Breakfus”. 

(©) In the hall there was a coat rack with a mirror: and a greea plant 
ina bowl. 

(© There was a green bath in the top part of the house: in the attic. 

(@ He stayed ina back room which was,on the second floor and he did 
not draw the curtains because it was a back room, 

© He could hear the trains shunting but could not see them the following 
morning when he woke up. 

() In cross-examination he added that it had just come to him that there 
was no front garden and that in the morning he looked out of the 
window and found « small courtyard at the back. 

(@) That the lady who answered the door to him was middle aged: about 
fifty: average built: she wore glasses and had greyish hair: and she 
served him with breakfast in a general room with 2 tables. 

(i) He could not remember anyone else staying at the boarding kouse— 
at any rate he did not see anybody, 

(0 He stayed 2 nights paying 25s for bed and breakfast, He did not sign 
any register 

(Te was dark ai the time he arrived, 
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222, He said that his sole purpose in going to Rhyl was to find Mr. Terry 
Evans who he knew only by the name of “John”, 


223, Mr. Hanratty said that in the morning of the 23rd August he had 
a shave at the barber's in the High Street with 3-4 basins and barbers and about 
midday he had a meal at Dixie's Cafe which he knew Mr. Terry Evans used 
and where he hoped to find him, After wandering around in Rhyl (including 
the fairground area) he returned to the cafe in the evening but did not find 
Mr, Terry Evans. He enquired about Mr. Terry Evars at this cafe but did not 
leave & message for him. He then went back to the boarding house. The following 
morning he caught 2 bus to Liverpool. He put his case into the left luggage 
at Liverpool on his arrival and then did various things which T need not 
reiterate. 


224, Mr, Terry Evans was called to give evidence as to the events of the 
25th/26th July 1961. The shoes taken by Mr. Hanratty had cost £3.15,0, He 
did use Dixie's Cafe in July but not in August 1961, His house had @ white 
bath with a surround which could be described as greeny blue or bluey green 
‘and there hind been 4 plant in a green bowl though it might have been broken 
as at 28th July, You could just about hear the trains. His mother, aged $0, 
with grey hair, was quite often in and out of the house but not in the evenings 
or early morning. After being referred to his previous convictions—which 
were of a minor character—Mr. Evans was asked by Prosecuting Counsel: 

“Had Hanratty any reason at all to think you would be the sort of 
person who would be interested in disposing of stolen property?” 
‘A. "No, I should not think so”, 


225, The only witness called in support of the Alibi was Mrs. Grace Jones of 
19 Kinmel Street. She was blonde and plump. In general the description of hee 
house corresponded with that given by Mr. Hanratty. There was a green bath 
in an attie room. She added more information about this room: it had a double 
bed init: no window but a skylight in the roof and one could not look out of it 
‘The room had no cartains—(T shall refer to this room as the attic room). It 
was in the front of the house and not the back. At no time in his evidence did 
Mr, Hanraity mention that the “bathroom had a double bed in it: or that it 
hhad a skylight, He never suggested that he had slept init and he repeated that he 
hhad slept in the back room. 


226, On the 6th February 1962 Mes. Jones was shown a photograph of Mr. 
‘Hanratty which had been taken for this purpose by the special eave of the Court 
‘on Sth February 1962 as the Defence apparently considered that the photographs 
which had been used up till then for the enquiries were not satisfactory. 


227. Mrs. Jones started her evidence on Friday the 9th February 1962. She 
‘identified the photograph which she hed been shown previously and was then 
asked: 

“Do you see anyone in Court who you think you can recognise so far 
as that photograph is concerned first of all? Look right round the Court”, 
AL “There he is: there” 

(Winesx points fo the dock) 
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Inere did you see him do you think?” 

ell Lfecl as if I have seen him at our house". 

Q. “Can you tell my Lord and the jury which month it was you think 
that this happened, that you saw him in your house?” 

‘A, “Well it was between the week of 19th August to the 26th August . .. 
fast year”. 


228. Mrs. Jones was thoroughly and carefully cross-examined partly on that 
Friday and partly on the following Monday the 12th February 1962. In particular 
she was closely questioned about the persons who were staying in the house 
during that week and the rooms that they occupied. A number of questions 
related specifically to the bathroom and its user. Mrs. Jones and her husband 
normally occupied room No, 2. Her widowed daughter then Mrs. Brenda 
‘Smith (who afterwards becarne Mrs, B. Harris on re-marriage and whom I shall 
call Mrs. Harris) and Mrs. Jones’ son Gwyn aged 15 also lived at the house. 
Mrs. Harris occupied room No. 5. If the house was full Mrs. Jones and her 
husband would move into No. Sand Mrs. Harris into the attic room, 


229, I is clear that Mrs. Jones was an unsatisfactory and unreliable witness. 
Her evidence was confused and she often shifted her ground. It is consequently 
difficult to summarise it properly. The salient points were these: 

(a) Kinmel Street is very easy to find, There are two good landmarks for 
it: the Odeon Cinema and the Bus Station. Opposite her house is the 
Windsor Hotcl and nearby a betting shop which had opened in 
July 1961. (The map of Rhyl which was produced during the trial 
‘shows that the Bus Station is immediately adjacent to and to the 
north of Kinmel Street: and the Railway Station is on the other side 
‘ofthat is to the south of Kinmel Street, A street plan of Rhyl is 
‘appended to this Report.)* 

(b) None of the visitors used the bathroom which was marked private. 
‘Sometimes if the family came down they would use the double bed in 
‘that room. 

() During that week there was only ont room available viz. No, 4 in 
‘which a single gentleman could have stayed—apart from the attic 
bathroom (she indicated that there were occasions when visitors did 
take this attic bathroom). Room No, 4 is a single room at the front 
‘of the house. To reach it one must go upstairs to the first floor and 
then up a further fight of 3 steps, 

(id). She said that Mr, Hanratty occupied Room No, 4. In cross-examina- 
tion she was asked by Prosecuting Counsel: 

“Who was the gentleman in No. 42 Can you remember Caything 
about him?" 
AL Yes" 
Q. “Who was he?" 
A. “TE recognised him to be that gentleman there” (Presumably 
pointing 60 the Jock), 
+ Nee owe an pup W; Kink oF Appendices 
” 


In re-examination Mr, Sherrard quoted her evidence that Mr. Hanratty 
hud stayed “between the week of 19th August to the 26th August 1961" 
and sai 


Q. “What was it made you say that?” 


‘A. “Well a man came to the door and wanted bed and breakfast for 
‘one night and then he stayed .. . He said he had been looking for 
a place around the district and he could not get in anywhere and, 
‘of course, I told him T could take him and I put him in No, 4. 


(@) The Prosecution called in rebuttal three persons, Mr, Williams, Mr. 
Such and Mr. Sayle who undoubtedly stayed there during that week 
and in particular were there on the Tuesday and Wednesday nights. 
‘They were also able to give evidence as to other persons staying in the 
house on those nights, The most important of these witnesses was Mr. 
Sayle who it was established, stayed on his own in Room 4 (a small 
single room) on the nights of 21st: 22nd and 23rd August 1961. All 
three witnesses were produced to Mrs. Jones, The only one she could 
recognise was Mr. Williams who had stayed at the house previously. 
‘She could not recognise Mr. Such or Mr. Sayle. She was surprised at the 
suggestion that Mr, Sayle bad stayed there. 

(A She agreed in eross-examination that when she was first shown the 
Photograph on the Tuesday 6th February 1962 (in the presence of 
Mrs. Harris) she did say she was not quite stire whether she knew him 
or not: but later in her evidence added that if he had had dark brown 
hair she would have recognised him straight away, 

(g) In croswexamination she said that Mr. Hanratty had stayed at her 
house but she could not really remember what week he did stay. She 
agreed that there would have been room for casual visitors after 
26th August 1961. She gave as the reason for saying that he stayed the 
‘week 19th-26th August the fuct that they had an empty room—the 
small room (No. 4). In re-examination answering questions by Defence 
Counsel she repeated that she was not quite sure of the date he had 
stayed. 

230. The position atthe end of the trial was this: Mr, Hanratty had admittedly 
told lies to the police as to where he had spent the nights of 22nd and 23rd 
‘August 1961. One of the reasons he gave for this was that he did not feel he 
‘could locate the house in Rhyl. He was in Liverpool on 7th October and was 
not arrested (in Blackpool) until 11th October, He admitted that he had made 
tno attempt to revisit Rhyl to try and find the house although he had ample 
‘opportunity to do so. The three persons called by the Prosecution who gave 
evidence of others staying in the house together with the cross-examination of 
Mrs. Jones excluded Mr. Hanratty from the house unless he stayed in the attic 
room. Indeed their evidence goes further than this. Mr. Williams said that in 
Room No. 2 there was a married couple and three children—but he was not 
sure they were there the whole time. Mr. Sayle remembered « family and a man 
‘and wife, “and I think two children”. He said that as fae as he could recall they 
were there on all three occasions when he had breakfast. If this family was in 
No. 2 on the Tuesday sand Wednesday nights, Mr. and Mes, Jones woukl have 
‘occupied Room No. Sand Mrs. Harris would have occupied the attic room, 


st 


‘Gwyn being either with his parents or hissister:and it would have been impossible 
for Me. Hanratiy to have stayed in the house at all, If No. 2 was not so occupied 
‘Mr. Hanratty could only have stayed in the attic room. He did mot suggest that 
hie did: nor did she and in any event his description of the room he stayed in 
could not possibly have fitted the attic room, None of the three persons called 
had any recollection of seeing him. He had no recollection of secing anyone. 


231, By their verdict it is clear that the jury rejected Mrs. Jones" evidence that 
Mr, Haneatty stayed in her house on 22nd and 23rd August 1961, 


Evidence as fo the “Rhyl Alibi” not called before the jury 

232, This includes additional statements made by Mrs. Grace Jones: state- 
ments made by persons which were available to the Defence—either during the 
trial or certainly prior to the hearing of the Appeal on the 13th March 1962 and 
statements subsequently made by some of these persons and by other persons. 


233, Before considering the evidence itis useful to look at the enquiries made 
‘on behalf of the Defence by Mr. Joseph Gillbanks a retired Detective Sergeant 
of the Liverpool City Police who was assisted by Mr. Frank Evans (no relation 
of Mr. Terry Evans) a retired Police Constable of the Liverpool City Police. 
Both made statements to Mr. Nimmo on 20th February 1967 and 14th February 
1967 respectively. 


234, Mr. Gillbanks was originally employed by Mr. Kicinman to make 
enquiries in Liverpool only. He was still reporting to Mr. Kieinman regarding 
the three men “Liverpool alibi” as late as 17th January 1962 


235. Mr, Gillbanks’ statement of 20th February 1967 gave the following 
information, His enquiries at Rhyl did not start until 25th January 1962 although 
hhe thought that this was in response to instructions received by telephone the 
previous day. He was told about Mr. Hunratty's search for “John” with whom 
he had previously stayed who worked at the fairground and had a black taxi. 
‘As rogards the accommodation Mr. Gillbanks was informed that you could see 
the railway and hear the trains: that Mr. Hanratty enquired there of a woman 
about 50: stoutish: no glasses: that the Woman appeared to be on her own, 
that he (Me. Hanratty) had seen no one else: and that Mr. Hanratty had slept 
ina back room with a small sink unit: Mr. Hanratty had stayed one night: left his 
case there and stayed the following night. Mr. Gillbanks thought there was 
some mention of a green bath in his first instructions. 


236. Mr. Gillbanks had some photographs of Mr. Hanratty. He visited all 
‘the boarding houses on both sides of Kinmel Strect as well as other parts of 
Rhyl but drew a blank. > 


237. Mr. Gillbanks went to Bedford on Sth February and on the 
6th February 1962 returned to Rhyl with the new photograph by this time 
he was definitely instructed to try and find a house with a green bath, He sw 
Mrs. Jones and showed her the photograph: she said she felt she recognised 
Mr. Hlantally as one of her boarders. He asked her if it could have been about 
the latter end of Aupust 1961 and she said it might have been, The house had 
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fa green bath. She did not consult any books. Mr. Gillbanks continued his 
‘enquiries in Kinmel Street but no other person made any identification. He 
reported that Mrs. Jones’ description did not tally with the description of the 
Jundlady given by Mr. Hanratty, 


238. On instructions Mr. Gillbanks arranged for Mrs, Jones and Mr. Terry 
Evans to go to Bedford originally on 7th February and then on 8th February 
1962. 


239. In the meantime certain information came into the possession of the 
police at Rhyl and a number of statements were made to them. In accordance 
‘with the usual practice a list of the names and addresses of persons was drawn 
up by the Prosecution and handed to the Defence. A number of these persons 
were visited by Mr. Gillbanks. The list included the owner of and the three 
employees who worked at Dixie's Cafe: Mes. Margaret Walker: Mr. Robert 
Hanham Fish: Mr, Trevor Dutton and Mrs. Brenda Smith (Mrs. Harris), It 
would appear that Mr. Frank Evans saw Mrs, Walker on 10th February 1962. 
Mrs, Harris was prescat when her mother Mrs, Grace Jones was shown the 
photograph und was certainly available to be called by the Defence. 


240, Mr. Gillbanks continued his enquiries after the trial ended on 
17th February 1962 and obtained statements from Mrs. Walker and Mrs. Vincent 
on 19th February 1962. 


241. His general view of the matter was put in his statement of 20th February 
1967 in these words: 
“T conducted extensive and careful enquiries in both Liverpool! and 
Rhy! in late 1961 and early 1962 and I have no hesitation in saying that 
[ found no reliable person in either place which would convince me as 
an ex-police officer that Hanratty had been in either place on the 22nd 
and 23¢d August 1961”. 


242, Mr. Frank Evans in his statement of 14th February 1967 put the 
position in these terms: 

“Throughout the enquiries I was concerned with, I never got what T 
‘would call a positive identification of the photograph of Hanratty and 
this despite the fact that Gillbanks and I were showing people photographs 
only of Hanratty and { considered, ftom my police experience, that it 
would have been far better to show his photograph amongst photographs 
of other persons. I did not find anything in the course of my enquiries 
whlch I conedered weil ka determining if and when Hanratty had been 
in Rhyl” 


243, Mrs, Grace Jones—Since the tral she has made further statements 
about the matter. On 7th November 1966 there was a Panorama Programme 
‘on the ease, According to the Transcript the following took place:>— 

oO ‘Do you remember James Hanratty coming here?” 

Landlidy, aan 

(irs, Jonesy.) Ye 


sy 


o “What day do you think it was? 
Landlady: “On a Tuesday”. 
Q “Why do you think it was a Twesday 2" 


Landlady: “Well we had one gentleman staying here, he came in on Sunday 
and he left on the Tuesday morning. So the room was empty, 
it was Room No. 4 was empty there was no one there. So of 
course, 1, this gentleman came (0 the door about 7 o'clock 
aight between 7 and half past, and he said ‘Could you take me in 
for bed and breakfast? So I said ‘How long did you want to 
stay 7 “Well just two nights that’s all. And of course I considered 
4 while, [ thought perhaps two nights wasn't much, Then I felt 
sorry for the fellow because he looked very lonely, he wanted 
somewhere (0 stay so T said *All right T'Ml take you in’. And so 
I said ‘Are you working down here? ‘No U'm not working 
down here, I've just come down here to see a friend of mine’™, 


a “That was Tuesday the 22nd?” 
Landiady; “Tuesday the 22nd", 
a “Why was it you did not say this in court, in the trial?” 


T.couldn’t very well say it 
Q “Why—why not?" 


Landlady: “Because I was asked questions and 1 was there just to say yes 
oF no and that's all”. 


Qa “But if you had a chance you would have said it?” 

"Yes", 

Q “And you're sure it must have been that week, it couldn't have 
been a week before or the week after?” 

Landiady: “No, I don’t think so” a 


Q “Do you think the trial was fair 0 you, did you have a chance 
to say all you wanted to say? How did you feel about that?" 


Landlady: “Well I was really mad about it because I was going to say a few 
things there, then I was told by someone there, T was just to say 
yes oF no to the questions, I felt as if Td killed someone and 
T was just an ordinary witness that’s all”, 


A reading of the Transcript of the trial demonstrates that these assertions by 
Mrs. Jones have no foundation. She had ample opportunity of saying anything. 
‘she wished and she was fully re-examined by Defending Counsel. Furthermore 
they are quite inconsistent with the meticulous care with which Mr. Justice 
Gorman protected the interests of the Defence throughout the ease. It will be 
observed that Mrs. Jones repeats that Mr. Hanratty occupied Room No. 4— 
after the man previously in that room had let, 
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244. On 10th February 1967 Mrs. Jones made a statement to Mr. Nimmo, 
Describing what was obviously Mr. Gillbanks’ visit on 6th February 1962, she 
said. 


“He was showing the photograph of a man to my daughter, He asked 
‘do you recognise this man” Both my daughter and | said his face seemed 


fami 
‘sure’ 


‘She said that the caller (Mr. Gillbanks) asked about the bath and when Mrs. Jones 
said it was green he said: 


“Oh this must be the house he stayed at”. 
She said “who” and he replied: 
“This man on the photo’ 


‘The next day the man called again and said she would have to go to Bedford 
and identify the man in the photograph. AC first she refused but he was insistent. 
She said in this statement: 


“Whea he asked me if Hanratty had stayed here I said I didn’t really 
know so many people came to stay here”. 


“1 have thought and thought about this case ever since. 1 cannot say 
if Hanratty ever stayed at my house although T have a feeling he may have 
done, If he did stay I could not honestly say when it was”. 


“To put my position quite clear itis as follows, Both | and my daughter 
remember a young man coming to the door one night and asking if we 
could take him in for bed and breakfast. This man may have been Hanratty 
but I do not know for certain. Neither do | know when it was he came. 
He said he was looking for a friend but he never mentioned his name. He 
did not mention Terry Evans. This man who may have been Hanratty 
stayed two nights. He may have stayed in the attic with the green bath in it. 
If he stayed in any other room in the house it could not have been the 
22nd or 23¢d August because as I have indicated to you all those rooms were 
full. He could have stayed in our house in a room other than the attic at 
any time in 1961 prior to 22nd/23rd August or after 22nd/23rd August if 
we had had a vacancy but if it was on the 22nd or 23rd August he must 
have stayed in the attic with the green bath, This room as I said is at the 
front of the house—it has no window, only a skylight and there are no 
curtains on the skylight, You cannot see the backyard from the a 
To put another possibility if the man on the photograph stayed in a 
back room he might have stayed in Room 1 after the Such’s let or if it was 
‘2 front room he could have stayed in Room 4 after Sayle left. If he stayed 
oon the 22nd and 23rd it must have been in the attic and 1 do remember a 
boy once staying in the attic who had his breakfast in the living room”. 


liar to us—I felt I had seen him before but 1 couldn’t be absolutely 


245. One other thing Mrs, Jones mentioned in her statement is that she hud 
spoken 10 the newspaper seller Charlie Jones (Charles Morris White Jones) 
since the trial and he seemed to think he sent a man ke Hanratty down to her 
house, The man who stayed there who she “thought might be Hanratty did not 
sy anything about Charlie Jones 
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246, On 18th July 1967 Mrs. Jones was again interviewed by Me. Nimmo 
in the presence of Mr. John George J.P.: Mr. Hugh C_ Jones—her solicitor— 
land Mr. It, Herkson @ solicitor, Her statement of 10th February 1967 was read 
to her andl she agreed it was accurate. Certain specific paragraphs were put 
to her. In felation to the paragraph which referred to the possibility of Hanratty 
being the caller she said 
“AULL know is that there was a man staying there that week for two days 
and he had his breakfast in here (the living room) on this Very table here”. 
Q_ “Do you know who that man was?” 
A. “No”. 
Q. “Do you think it was James Hanratty?” 
A. “Well it could have been—if it wasn’t him who could it be. When 
‘you think whoever the man was you'd think he'd come forward and 
If he did not stay that week he must have stayed 


Q. “Are you certain James Hanratty stayed in this house on 
22nd/23rd August 19617" 


A. “I'm not certais 
Q. “Are you certain from your own knowledge and not from what other 


people have said to you that James Hanratty ever stayed in this 
house?” 


‘Oh, he has stayed here—yes”. 

‘What makes you say that Mrs, Jones?" 

‘Well when I saw the photograph I felt T knew him", 

“How do you know he stayed here though?" 

“Well he said he stayed here didn’t he?” 

Q. “It he had not said he stayed here, what would you have said then?* 
A. “Well [would have thought nothing about it”, 


247. Mrs, Harris-On 9%h February 1962 she made a written signed 
statement to Det, Inspector R. E, Oakes at Rhyl Police Station, Referring to 
the call on 6th February she said: 

“. . . this man produced a photograph of this Hanratty, Then he asked 
me if 1 recognised him and I wasn't sure whether T knew him or not, 
neither was my mother sure because she said so. Then the man said he 
was looking for a boarding house where this Hanratty had stayed”. 
‘There was conversation about the hall stand mirror and green bath, The man 
returned about an hour or so later and: 
“. .. asked if we hud remembered any more about jt—und we both, that 
is my mother and me, said we hadn't”, 
Mrs. Harris also said: 
“L want to add that at no time did the man making the enquiry give 
mother or me « description of the man Hanratty or ask us for one”, 
Mes. Harris (then Smith) was on the list supplied to the Defence. 
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248, On 14th February 1967 Mrs, Harris made a statement (¢ Mr. Nimmo, 
‘After confirming the truth of her mother’s statement of 10th February 1967 
{at which she was present) and of her own statement of 9th February 1962 
she said 


“It is true to say that when this man showed my mother and I the photo- 
graph of the man Hanratty our position was that we could not identify 
the photograph but we both had a feeling that we had seen the man before. 
‘That was the highest we could put it at the time and the position is still 
the same now. 


‘When T went round the house with Mr. Nimmo and Mr. Horan the other 
day I was satisfied by a process of elimination that on the 22nd and 
23rd August 1961 all the normal letting rooms in the house were full, 
However, the attic room at the front with the skylight and the green bath 
in it was available if T remember, 


also know that at some time, and it may have been around that period 
in August 1961, a boy did stay in the attic and be had his meals in our 
living room at the back of the ground floor which was furnished as it is now 
with the settee, armchairs and the television set. 


‘The fecling that I had seen the man on the photograph at some time 
coupled with my recollection of this boy who stayed in the attic has caused 
‘me to wonder whether or not it was the man on the photograph who was the 
‘man who stayed in the attic but T am unable to say definitely that this is $0, 


I remember remarking to a reporter who asked me how my mother was 
so certain on the ‘Panorama’ programme that it was on the 22nd August 
1961 that the man resembling Hanratty stayed at out house that it must 
hhave been because that was the date Charlie Jones sent him to us. When I 
said this I had seen Charlie on the Panorama programme and I had 
also discussed the matter with him. I also knew what Mrs, Walker was 
saying about # man she had seen and T was in effect using Charlie Jones’ 
recollection and Mrs, Walker's knowledge to bolster up my own 
recollection”. 


249, In consequence of a visit paid by the Hanratty family to Rhyl Mrs. 
Harris made a third statement dated 6th June 1967 which I shall quote in full. 


“I have already made a statement to Mr. Nimmo stating that all the 
bedrooms were occupied during the week of 19th to 26th August 1961 by 
guests, the only room we had vacant with a bed in, was the attic, which 
‘contains a green bath, we offered this bed to a young man about 25 years of 
‘age with dark hair, who I feel sure was James Hanratty. The reason why 
the guests in the dining room never saw him was because he had his breakfast 
in our general room, thats how he knew the back yard was tiled. 


B, Harris 
Gwen Hyland 
(Witness) 


mo in the 


250, On 18th July 1967 she was again interviewed by Mr. Ni 
presence of Messrs. George, Jones and Berkson. Both of her statements of 
9th February 1962 and I4th February 1967 were put to her and she agreed that 
they were correct and she did not want 10 alter anything. The statement of 
6th June 1967 was then read to her and she was asked some questions: 


Nimmo “What about the content—is it correct?" 

Mrs, Harris “Lust said what I knew—f felt sure it was him, but I couldn't 
swear it”. 

Nimmo “Are you now saying that the man who stayed in the attic 


bathroom was James Hanratty’?” 


Mrs. Harris “I'm not sure it was him, no—I don't know Whether it was him 
of not”. 
Nimmo “You never mentioned the young man in the attic to either 


Gillbanks the enquiry agent, or Oukes in February 19622" 


Mrs. Harris “They never asked me about a man in the attic, did they, at the 
time?” 

Horan Referring to your answer to Mr. Nimmo, “L felt sure it was 
him but { couldn't swear it’, what makes you feel sure it was hin, 
Mrs. Harris?” 


Mrs. Harris “As I've said before, because it al fits in. Other people have said 
they have seen him and sent him here and that’s the only 
reason", 


251. In June 1967 Lord Russell of Liverpool had written letters to 
Lord Stonbam then representing the Home Office in the House of Lords 
stating that Mrs. Harris had given evidence that as soon as her mother returned 
to Rhyl having “put Mr. Hanratty in No. 4", Mrs, Harris pointed out the 
mistake and reminded her that Hanratty had slept in a small room which 
contained a green bath, According to these letters Mrs. Harris stated to the 
Hanratty’s that she had served Mr, Hanratty with breakfast in a small room 
at the back of the house containing only two tables. Mr. Jones—her father— 
‘was in this room when Mr. Hanratty was having beeakfust: and her father 
‘was prepared (0 give this evidence before a commission of inquiry. Lord Russell 
accordingly advised Mrs. Hanratty to return to Rhyl and obtain a signed 
statement from Mrs. Harris which she did. This is presumably the statement of 
6th June 1967. Lord Russel also said that Mrs. Jones had telephoned him and 
confirmed these matters. [tis to be observed that the statement of the 6th June 
1967 does not confirm the points as to reminding the mother or the presence 
of the father. Neither Indy on 18th July 1967 made these assertions. In July 
1967 Mr. Jones was in hospital having hed a serious abdominal operution. 
When the enquiries were made in February 1967 Mr. Nimmo saw Mr. Jones 
‘on two occasions when taking statements from Mrs. Jones or discussing the 
enquiry with her. He then indicated that he had no knowledge whatsoever 
which would assist in the enquiry, OF course at that time the breakfasting 
nattor had not heen mentioned 
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252. Finally in relation to these two ladies there appears to be confirmation 
of their original attitude and knowledge contained in Mr, Terry Evans" state- 
nent made to Mr. Nimmo on 11th February 1967. He said that he accompanied 
Mr. Gillbanks on certain of his enquiries including those in Kinmel Street. 
‘They came to No. 19 and both spoke to Mrs, Jones and her daughter. 

“Gillbanks asked Mrs. Jones and her daughter if they recognised the 
‘man in the photographs—if he had stayed at their house. At first they did 
not seem to know whether they recognised it or not but Gillbanks spoke 
to them and eventually she said that she thought he had stayed at her 
house and there was some conversation about dates”. 


‘This occurred before they—Terry Evans and Mrs. Jones—went to Bedford to 
give evidence. It is quite inconsistent with the statement by Mr. Tetry Evans which 
Mr. Foot quotes in his book on p. 223 as having been given in an interview 
with Mr. Evanson 8th April 1970, 


253, Mr. Gwyn Jones. —At the time his age was 15. On 25th November 1966 
“Private Eye” published an article about the case in which it was suggested 
‘that Mrs. Jones’ son said he actually spoke to “the visitor" to Ingledene about 
girls. No such suggestion was made by Mr. Hanratty: in his evidence he said 
that the only person he spoke to was the ludy who fet him in, On 14th February 
1967 Mr. Gwyn Jones—then aged 20—made a written signed statement to 
Mr, Nimmo. He said: 
“I know nothing about the Hanratty case except what my mother has 
told me and from gossip in the town which has been going on. 1 have 
never told any newspaper reporter or anyone else that I spoke to a 
visitor to “Ingledene” about girls in the summer of 1961 and it is untrue 
that 1 ever did say anything of the sort... At the time of the Hanratty 
trial a man came and saw my mother and showed hee photographs of 
the man Hanratty. He was the man who subsequently took my mother to 
Bedford. I saw the photograph bat 1 did not recognise it as anyone I had 
‘ever seen before”. 


254, On the 25th May 1968 Mr, Gwyn Jones made 2 statement which I shall 
quote in full: 

“1 Would like to state that James Hanratty stayed at our house on the 
22nd August 1961. Beyond all doubt, he spent two nights at our house and 
‘occupied the attic with the green bath. 1 saw him and spoke to him in our 
private room where he had his breakfast. At the time of Hanratty’s trial 
for the AG murder, I came home from work at Telchire Ltd., Vale Park, 
Rhyl, and was shown a photograph. I recognised the photograph at once 
as the man who had stayed in our house on the previous August 22nd and 
23rd, I said that { knew him, and was told that my mother’s evidence 
‘was enough to clear him at the trial, T never had the chance to give 
‘evidence at the trial which I would gladly have done, and would still 


do now. 


Signed Gwyn Jones 
In the presence of: J, D. Fox 
Paul Foot" 
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255, There is nothing in the statements of Mr. Gillbanks or Mr. Frank 
‘Evans to support the assertions in the last paragraph that Mr. Gwyn Jones in 
February 1962 recognised Mr. Hanralty's photograph or said that he knew 
Mr. Hanratty. They are quite inconsistent with his statement of 14th February 
1967. 


256, Mr. Terry Evans.—He too appeared on the Panorama programme of 
‘Tth November 1966. The interviewer put to him the evidence which has already 
been referred to. 

“Prosecuting Counsel asked you ‘had Hanratty any reason at all to 
think you would be, you Mr. Evans, would be the sort of person who would 
be interested in disposing of stolen property’ and you said ‘no I should not 
think so” Did you mean that?” 

Terry Evans: “Ob no, all they allow you to say in these Courts is yes or 
no, What T wanted to say was that the evening he stayed in my house, 1 
was talking with him about myself, Hanratty and three other chaps about 
everyday affairs, what we do and what we don't do and 1 did tell him, 
because I did know a chap, I told him at the time that I knew a fellow who 
would buy stolen property, I wouldn't say so in the Courts because I could 
not say what I wanted to say, I had to say yes or no, had to say no because 
I wouldn't buy stolen property myself. But I did know a chap who would 
buyit”, 

Q “So if the Counsel in Court had asked you had Hanratty any reason to 
think you'd be a chap who could help him find somebody 1o buy stolen 
‘2000s (yes) you'd have said yes?". 

A. “Yes, definitely yes, without a doubt" 

“And you never had a chance in court to say this?” 

A. “No, all we done, yes or no that is all they allow you to say". 

Q. “So Hanratty was speaking the truth when he said that?” 


A. “He was speaking the truth definitely, yes, because I'd already told the 
fellow and if they'd have let me say my mind may be he would not be where 
he is today. It would have helped anyway”. 


257. Once again the Transcript of the trial demonstrates that these assertions 
have no foundation. Mr. Terry Evans had ample opportunity of saying anything 
he wished and he was fully re-examined by Defending Counsel. They are quite 
inconsistent with Mr. Justice Gorman’s handling of the trial. 


258, An incident which occurred on Monday 12th February 1962 provides 
4 clear indication of Mr. Evans’ real attitude and the opportunities afforded to 
‘him to give evidence at the trial. Mr. Evans” evidence was taken and completed 
in the morning of Friday 9th February 1962 and Mrs. Jones gave her original 
evidence for the Defence a little later that morning, Cross-eximination was 
adjourned. At the luncheon adjournment the Judge gave her the standard 
warning not to talk to anybody about the case, Despite this she spoke to 
Mr. Evans. This was observed by the jury and when the court resumed she 
was asked about it She said it was correct but that, “we were just talking 


Mr, Evans was re-called and said he asked her if she 
hud recognised Mr. Hanratty and she replied “I think so”. At the end of the 
Friday Mr. Evans—again in accordance with the usual practice—was released 
from further attendance at the trial. On the Monday he returned to Bedford 
‘on his own initiative and asked if he could add something to his account of 
the conversation with Mrs. Jones at lunchtime which he had forgotten on the 
Friday. He was allowed to do so and said this; 


“When Mzs. Jones came out of the back room, I asked her if she 
recognised Mr. Hanratty and she said “I am almost sure”, So I said 
“well L suppose the reason you might not have recognised him straight 
‘away was the colour of his hair”. 

“So then Lasked Mrs, Jones ‘What was the colour of his hair when she 
Was supposed to have known him’, and Mrs. Jones said ‘it was dark 
brown’ ”. 


(Later that Friday afternoon Mrs. Jones in cross-examination when asked 
about her recognition of the photograph said: 

he had had dark brown hair I would have known him straight 
away”) 


‘The incident demonstrates that Mr. Evans did not have any inhibitions 
‘or qualms about giving additional evidence or explanations: and perhaps it 
also throws some light on Mrs. Jones’ evidence, 


259. Mr. Hanratty did not suggest in his evidence that he had taken part 
in or been present at any such conversation as that related by Mr. Terry Evans 
in the Panorama Programme. Nor is there any trace of it in the written state- 
ment dated 30th January 1961 which Mr. Terry Evans gave to the Defence. 


260. Mr. Terry Evans made three statements to Mr. Nimmo in February 1967: 
two on Ith February and one on 13th February 1967. (He had previously 
made two statements to the police at Rhyl: these dealt only with the events 
‘of 25th July 1961 and the incident with the shoes.) In the first he said: 


“L have lived in Rhyl all my lifo—I am well known in Rhyl. If Hanratty 
was trying to find me in August 1961, if he had asked anywhere round 
the fairground he would have found me straight away”. 


261. The third statement was in these terms: 

Terence Michael Evans further states: “I have never at any time been 
approached by any person and advised not to tell the whole truth at the 
Hanraity tial, Nothing on those lines has ever been suggested to me, 
‘The evidence I gave at the trial was the whole truth to the best of my 
knowledge. I have never been known as John or any other name than Terry, 
‘The only person who has called me anything else was Ernie Gordon at 
the cafe who used to refer to me as ‘Eddy’. Hanratty knew me as “Terry* 
‘om the 25th July, 1961. 1 do not know whether or not he knew my second 
hame-—he might hive done, When T say he knew me as ‘Terry’ 1 think 
Tam righthe might not have known my name”, 


261, Mr, Charles Morris. White Jones (known locally ax White o € 


Jones). He was « paper seller. He also appeared on the Panorama Programme 

and vecording to the Transcript played this part in it 

Evans “After I'd give evidence and his photo appeared in the paper, there 
was 2 paper seller on the prom. called me over and told me that 
he remembered roughly, the exact date now I don’t know but he 
remembered a chap coming to him and asking him, this Hanratty 
because he'd seen Hanratty’s photo in the paper that day, did he 
know where Terry, where he could find Terry? And so the fellow 
said “Terry who? and at that Hanratty said “Oh I'll go to the fair 
and [ook for him’ * 

Morgan “We searclied Rhyl for the paper seller and found him; Mr, Jones 
known locelly as White is 2 new witness who did not appear at the 
trial 
Mr. White, I'm told that you met this man in Rhyl, is that true?” 

White “Yes”. 

Morgan “Could you tell me what happened?” 

White “Well, the night he—he come off the bus, he just says to me, he—says, 
comes up the road here from the bus station, and he says to me, he 
says “Where is Terry” I told him straight I didn’t know who Terry 
was at the time, which I didn't (BACKGROUND?) ... . “Terry I 
knew. So he says ‘Which way do you go to the fairground? So 1 
pointed down the road, and he went down the road that way, he’s 
okay, and then he come back, he says ‘Any idea where I can get 
digs?’ he says. ‘Oh’ I said "Yes', 1 says, ‘Go to No. 19, Dimmock? 
Street. T reckon Mrs. Jones will put you up" (BACKGROUND) 
‘And that’s all I seen of him after that, he went and I never seen him 
after”. 

Morgan “When do you think that was?” 

White “It was—I do think it was close about, soon after seven o'elock or 
eight o'clock’ 

Morgan “And what day of the week, do you think?” 

White “It was about, on the Tuesday, Tuesday night” 

Morgan “What makes you think it was a Tuesday night?” 

Whit: “Well, simple reason why because the Rhyl General is out the next 
day”. 

Morgan “The Which?” 

White “The Rhyl—Rhyl General Advertiser is out the next day” 

Morgan “What, on the Wednesday?” 

White “On the Wednesday”, 

Morgan “What, and you sell the Rhyl Advertiser?” 

White “And a person had just been to me and asked me if I'd got it and T 
hhadn’t got it. Another person who I don’t know”. 

Morgan “And you're clear in your mind that this wes the man?” 

White “Yes, itis the man, It is him what come to me that day”. 
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Morwin Chat ucsay night 


White “Simple reason why, I noticed his shoes was very bad. His shoes 
were very sculfed at the sides. L thought perhaps the poor devil 
had been walking which of course I didn’t, ... . Pm very fond of 


helping people in that way, and T like to put my heart and soul into 
helping people”. 


(BACKGROUND) 

Morgan “Mr, White, didn’t you give this information to anyone else?” 

White “No only to Terry” 

Morgan “That's Terry Evans”. 

White “Terry Evans, when he showed me the photo of the lad, and I told 
him ‘it was the same lad that was—what come down looking after 
you the same day’, shall always remember that”. 

Morgan “When was it you were showa this picture in the paper?” 

White “After Terry come back after the trial, After Trial” 

Morgan “I see, you never saw a picture of James Hanratty until he was 
convicied 2” 

White No, never once. It was a week after. After I'd seen the photo I told 
Terry who he was”. 

Morgan “Weil, did you think of going to the police, say, or the defence with 
this information?” 

White “Well—the trial had finished then, which I knew nothing about until 
afier trial, until after Terry come that day”. 

Morgan “What, because the trial was over, you think—(TRIAL WAS OVER) 
you thought it wasn’t worth while?” 

White “Well, I, no T put it in my mind I didn’t know who the person was, 
because Td never seen any pictures of him. Had I seen the photos, 
pictures before I would have known”. 

Morgan “Do you wish now that you had gone at the time?” 

White “I wish T had have gone. I was very sorry after I didn’t go but T 
didn't know anything about it. I only knew—long as I didn’t know 
who the person was, But had T seen the photo I would have known, 
Definitely, Pd have known the person, known him so well, I'd have 
known from his picture, had I seen the picture”, 


(BACKGROUND) 


Morgan “So you—you are convinced, are you that he was here, as he claimed 
he was on Tuesday night?” 


White “*Yes, I'm more convinced than anything because that was the person 
T sent to Mrs. Jone’s to get cigs”. 


263, An article appeared in the Swiday Telegraph of 13th November 1966 
under the headline 


“Paper seller disclaims T.Y. Alibi for Hanratly”. 


o 


Mr. CW, Jones is quoted as saying. 
“L wish I had never been in the programme, I cannot really remember 
when Esaw Hanratty, {is no good saying I can”, 


264. On 25th November 1966 Mr. C. W. Jones made a statement to Chief’ 
Inspector Oakes at Prestatyn Police station containing similar assertions as 
those made in the Panorama programme. He said he could not give a date but 
it was a Tuesday in August before 7 o'clock. He again made it clear that the 
young man asked for Terry and that no name but Terry was mentioned. He 
‘said: 


"A young chap asked Do you know where Terry lives’. 1 turned round 
and said “Terry who? T know so many Terrys"”. 


265, On the 12th February 1967 Mr. C, W. Jones made a statement to 
Mr. Nimmo. He account was generally speaking in similar terms but he added 
three points of importance. First he said that the time of the year was July, 
August or September—he could not say which. Second, he could not say 
exactly which day of the week it was—every day was exactly the same as far 
1s his routine was concerned. 


“Tknow I have said to other people that T thought the incident happened 
‘on a Tucsday but it's no use me saying now that it was a Tuesday—I 
Just do not know. There wax a reason for me saying it was « Tuesday 
‘which T will explain to you", 
‘The explanation was given later in the statement when Mr. C. W, Jones made 
it plain that the idea that it was a Tuesday did not emanate from him but was 
Suggested to him. Thirdly that he could be reasonably certain of the time, 
‘viz, that it would be about 6.30 p.m. to 6.45 p.m. because he was around the 
Crescent Road Bus Station which he left at about 7 p.m, 


266. Finally on 14th March 1967 Mr. C. W. Jones made a third statement 
to Mr. Nimmo—this time under caution—following upon an interview with 
Mr, Nimmo and Mr, Horan that morning. In this statement after expressing 
regret that he did not tell the truth at first he, sai 

“Pm sorry in my heart I ever got mixed up in it and it is a relief to get 
it off my chest. That story I told on the B.B.C. and the story I told you 
when I saw you is not true”. 


267. Ik is worth noting at this stage that: 

(@) There is no mention in Mr. Hanratty’s evidence of any conversation 
at all with a paper seller. 

(6) According to his own account the only name by which Mr. Hanratty 
knew Mr. Terry Evans was “John and the person he asked for was 
“John”, 

(©) Mr. C, W. Jones from first t0 last said he was asked for “Terry” 
and has never mentioned the name “John” in connection with this 
‘matter. 
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1) There were only two buses from Liverpool to Rhyl: one in the morning 
ond one whieh Hed at 8.19 pam, well afier Mr. CW. Jones had 
{eft the bus station 

(eo) If Me. ©. W. Jones did indicate to Mr. Terry Evans shortly after the 
trial that he had such 2 conversation with a person who was or who 
he thought might be Mr. Hanratty, it is difficult to accept that 
Mr. Terry Evans would have done nothing about it, 


Margaret Walker.—She lived at 12 South Kinmel Street. This 
I to and to the south of Kinmel Street—on the other side of it from 
‘the bus station, She made a statement to the Rhyl police on Sth February 1962 
having “heard on the television about the Hanratty murder case”. She said: 
“It would be about 7.30 p.m. 10 8.0 p.m. one night in late August 1961, 
it would be some time during the third week of that month, 1 was standing 
by the gate of my home when a man came up the street . asking for 
wecommodation”. 
She told him to try over the road: he triéd one house and then Mrs. Vincent’s 
‘and the last she saw of him was going around the corner into Kinmel Street. 
“The man had no luggage at all but he was nicely dressed and he was 
well spoken. He would be about average height, dark hair—but streaky, 
funny, not all the same colour. I put his age between 24 and 27 yeurs and 
he wore « dark coloured suit’ 


She noticed the had a habit of standing with one hand on his hip. It was dark 
bbut she could see that his skin was very clear. 
“I would not like to say that T could positively identify him, although 
I might if he walked up the street and spoke to me again. He said he was 
hoping to get a job around here, I could not define his accent apart from 
the fect that he was nicely spoken". 


269, Her name and address were passed on to the Defence and she appears 
to haye been seen by Mr. Frank Evans on 10th Februstry 1962, In his statement 
of 14th February 1967 Mr. Frank Evans says that two of the addresses he 
visited on his own were in South Kinmel Street. Of the two women there, one 
knew nothing: the other said she seemed to recognise the photograph of 
Mr, Hanratty which she had been given by Mr. Gillbanks. She was trying to 
fix a date to when she thought she had seen the man. Mr. Frank Evans did not 
really remember how she was fixing it. Mr, Frank Evans rang Mr. Gillbanks 
‘and told him of the position. 


270. On 19th February 1962 Mrs. Walker made a statement to Mr. Gillbanks. 
Her account of the matter was substantially the same with certain additions. 
‘She said the ineident occurred, “the third week in August last, on the Tuesday 
evening about half past seven . . .” She was definite about its being the 
‘Tuesday before the 25th August because of personal news of something which 
was to happen on the Friday. It did happen but she did not want to say what 
it was. She said= 

“L have seen the photographs of James Hanratty in the week-end papers 
and they are very nwuch like that young, man but K doa’t want to commit 
mypelf™, 


0s 


Of the photographs shown to her she said 


they “ae very like the man who called here, but the h 
T couldn't swear it wax him”, 


ie was ark. Mind 


271. On 13th February 1967 she made a statement to Mr. Nimmo, She 
‘explained that she went to the police on the 8th February because on the 
7th February there was a crowd round Mrs. Jones’ house and someone said 
‘Mrs. Jones had to go to a murder trial. This made her wonder if this was the 
‘man who called at her house that day, So the following day she went to the 
Police station and. made the statement of 8th February. She confirmed that 
it Was a true statement, She said that the man who called a couple of days 
later did not show her a photograph. (Though this seems somewhat surprising, 
there is a contemporary note on the file of the Flintshire police about Mr. Frank 
‘Evans’ call on Mrs, Walker on 10th February 1962 in wt it is explicitly 
stated that_no photographs were shown.) She thea confirmed the second 
‘statement made oa 19th February. She sai 

“The position now is exactly the same as then. I cannot go beyond 
what is in my previous statement—the man in the photograph which the 
man something ‘Banks’ showed to me looked similar to the man who 
hhad called at my house, It was mainly the way he was standing that caused 
sme to say this" 


In this statement she put the visit of Mr, Gillbanks as before the end of the 
trial. 


272. On the 3rd June 1967 she made a fourth statement to the Hanratty 
family in which her account of the incident and the young man was in similar 
terms. She said in reference to the interview in February 1962 that Mr. Gillbanks 
showed her two photographs and she identified from these the man who had 
called to see her on 22nd August. She asked if she would have to go to court 
and if she could go up to court. He said “it wouldn't be necessary”. 
‘Mr. Gillbanks then told her that the man she “had identified in the photo was 
James Hanratty of the A6 murder” 


273. On the 18th July 1967 Mrs. Walker was interviewed again by Mr. Nimmo 
‘and Mr. Horan in the presence of Mr. Johar George J... Mr. Mugh Jones 
her solicitor and Mr, B. Berkson, solicitor, 

(@ The statement of Sth February 1962 was read to her and her comment 
was that she gave the police the date on that ogcasion: 
“Mr. Oakes asked me if I could give the date and I told him it 
would be the Tuesday before the Friday the 25th". 
(nothing of this appears in the statement which was signed by her and 
witnessed by D, C. Edward P, Griffiths), 


(8) She was asked about the statement of 19th February 1962 and 
disagreed with certain aspects of it. She sai 
“did teil the man it was definitely him”, 


‘She said that on this occasion she had not seen any of the photographs 
in the papers. 
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“the firat photographs 1 saw were what this nian showed me and 
they were definitely of the man who came to the gate. 


(0) She was asked about her statement to Mr. Nimmo of the 13th February 
1967 and she sail: 
“that seems all right—it's a bit difficult isn't it going back nearly 


6 years but he did have a habit of standing with his hand on his 
‘one of the photographs was of that boy with his hand on 


(d) She was asked about her statement of 3rd June 1967 and she said 
the photograph Gillbanks showed her was definitely the man who 
came to her sate and that she told Mr. Gillbanks this 
Q. “Was the photograph the Hanrattys showed you the man who 

ceame to your gate? 

AL "Yes". 

Mrs. Walker: “E was also supposed to have a letter but I didn't need 
the letter because when T saw the father (Hanratty) the son was 
so like the father, I didn't need the letter—seeing the father, you. 
could see the son”. 

(This referred to her being informed prior to the Hanratty’s visit 

that they would bring with them to identify themselves the original 

letter which Mr. Hanratty wrote on the eve of his execution), 


274, On 3rd November 1967 Mrs, Walker made a further statement in the 
presence of her solicitor Mr. Hugh Jones and Lord Russell of Liverpool. In 
this she said she confirmed her statement of 3rd June 1967 and in particular 
the fact that the photographs produced to her by the Defence were produced 
during the trial and not after it was over. She said: 

“My conviction that the man who had called upon me on the 22nd August 
1961 was in fact James Hanratty is quite unshakeable”. 


‘She also said that she was absolutely certain that the date the young man called 
‘on her was the 22nd August 1961 the date being impressed on her by certain 
family events. 


275, Mr. Gillbanks on the 20th February 1967 was asked about two 
newspaper articles in November and December 1966 in which Mrs. Walker 
is quoted as having stid that she made a positive identification when shown 
the photographs by him. In one of these it was reported that when Mr. Gillbanks 
showed her Mr. Hanratty’s photograph she said: 

“You needn't bother showing me any more that is hi 


Me. Gillbanks said that this Was mot correct and that the position was as set 
‘out in her statement of 19th February 1962, If she did see any photograph 
before the trial ended that presumably would have been on the occasion of 
Ms. Frank Evans’ visit on 10th February 1962. Had there been a positive 
lemtifcation on that date or on any other date before the trial ended it is 
difficult (o believe that Mrs. Walker would not have been called by the Defence. 
Weis bso difficult to believe that Mr, Oakes would not have recorded the day 
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and date on the 8th February 1962 after they had been given to hin and still 
more difficult to accept that Mr. Gillbanks would not have made it absolutely 
clear on the 19th February 1962 that the lady had made a positive identification 
iF that had been the fact 


276. 19 his written submissions Mr. Bindman states that when Mr. Hanratty’s 
father visited his son shortly before the execution he said: 


“Surely you remember something about these people at Rhyl”. 


His son then described the alsatian dog he had seen when he went to 
‘Mrs. Walker's house and the father remembered seeing a photograph of the 
same dog when he visited Mrs. Walker at her home. 


277. On 12th February 1975 Mr. Bindman sent me a copy of a letter dated 
Ith February 1975 from Mrs. Walker's solicitors relating to this matter. 
It states that she owned an alsatian dog between 1954 and 1964: that it was with 
her when Mr. Hauratty is alleged to have called at her house on the evening 
of 22nd August 1961: that in fact he stroked it and asked her if it would bite. 
‘The letter states that the dog was constantly with her at the time: 


“and would certainly be with her when she was standing in front of her 
house speaking to James Hanratty”, 


The letter also refers to a conversation with Mr. Hanratty senior in 1968 
in which the incident of a photograph of an alsatian dog was discussed. Mrs. 
Walker indicated that she felt it was strange that his son never mentioned 
the dog in court, 


““In response Mr, Hanratty indicated that his son had in fact mentioned 
the dog in court. Our client cannot recall any particular reaction other 
than this on the part of Mr. Hanratty senior or any other conversation”. 


278. The alsatian dog was not mentioned in court: nor is it referred to in any 
of Mrs, Walker's statements, If the incident occurred and Mr, Hanratty was 
the man who made the enquiry it seems surprising that he did not recall and 
mention it. His evidence as to five or six attempts to find accommodation 
before arriving at Mrs. Jones’ is singularly lacking in detail, 


279, Mrs. Margaret Vincent 23 Sowh Kinmel Street, Rhyl—She made 
4 statement to Mr. Gillbanks on 19th February 1962. She said that “about 
the third week last August Mrs. Walker (No, 12) was talking (0 a young man 
‘at her gate, He went from her to another door”, and then came to Mrs, Vincent's 
door, He wanted bed and breakfast for 2 nights. She said she had no vacancies 
and suggested he go further on and if not successful to try the houses in Kinmel 
Street at the back of her. 


“T have seen the picture of James Hanratty in the Sunday Pictorial and 
4 seem to recognise his face". 

“The man who came to me was about 23/27 years, had a dark suit and 
\was neat and tidy. His hair was straight back and his face round, he was 
taller than me (Sft 2in) and spoke nicely". 
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- 280, On 13h February 1967 she made a statement 
womtained the following information, 
(a) She said that in August 1961 Mr. and Mrs. Barnett were staying 
at her house, On the Tuesday of the week they were staying with her, 
“As far as I can remember it was Tuesday 22nd August 1961”, 
the Barnetts went to the circus at the Pavilion. At about 7.15 p.m, a 
than rang the bell at her door, About a quarter of an hour before she 
hhad seen man standing about 2 doors higher up than Mrs. Walker's 
He had « small case with him. She could not say whether the man she 
answered the door (0 was the same man as she had seen earlier. 
“This man (who called) was a man of about twenty odd wearing 
a dark suit, I didn't really take much notice of him”. 
He asked if she could put him up for a couple of nights: she said 
she couldn't and directed him to Kinmel Street. She had had con- 
yersation with Mrs, Walker since the incident. 


(D) She said that in February 1962 a man called and took a statement 
from her: 

showed me a photograph of a man—this was the same photo- 
graph I had seen in the newspapers a bit earlier. I told this man 
T seemed to recognise the photograph that it seemed very like 
the man who had asked me for bed and breakfast. That is the 
position as far as T am concerned—the photograph I saw in the 
‘newspapers and the photograph the man showed me are similar 
to the man who asked me for bed and breakfast but if someone 
asked me to swear on it I wouldn't like to”. 

Further on in the statement she said that thinking back on it: 

“L now say that the first photograph I saw was the one that the man 
who had something to do with the murder trial showed me—it was later 
saw the newspaper photograph’ 

This may be @ reference to the call which Mr. Frank Evans presumably made 
‘on her—perhaps on the same day as he called,on Mrs, Walker. 


Mr. Nimmo which 


281, On 3rd June 1967 Mrs. Vincent also made 2 statement to the Hanratty 
family giving a similar account of the incident. She suid: 
“I have made two statements one to a man from Bedford and one to 
Mr. Nimmo. The man from Bedford said that my evidence wasn't strong 
‘enough to be used. The man from Bedford showed me two photographs 
and I picked out from these two the young man who had asked me if he 
could stay a few nights. He was identified as James Hanratty”. 


282. Finally she was interviewed by Mr. Nimmo on 18th July 1967 in the 
presence of Mr. John George, Mr. J. B. Scowcroft, her solicitor and Mr. B. 
Nerkson, Her tWo statements of 19th February 1962 and 13th February 1967 
were put to her and she did not seck to challenge them, Mr, Scowcroft asked 
her some questions about the Barnetts, She said she only had people there in 
the third and fourth weeks in August: one couple stayed one week and the 
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Warnetis the other week. She was not sure whether the week the wan called 
was when the Barnetts or the other couple were there. She was also asked 
‘about her statement of 3rd June 1967 but had nothing to add to that, 


283. On 13th February 1967 Mr, James Arthur Barnett made a statement 
to Mr. Nimmo. It was confirmed by his wife who was present when be made it 
and signed it. Mr. Barnett, a meticulous person, had a record of his holidays 
since 1953. In his statement he said that he always had two weeks holiday 
starting on the first Monday in August. He and his wife spent the first week 
fat home and the second week away. The statement sets out details of the 
holidays since 1953, The Barnetts stayed at Mrs. Vincent's for the first time 
in 1963 and continued to stay there in the following years. Mr. Barnett suid: 


“L am absolutely positive that we were not in Rhyl in 1961". 
He also said that they had never been (o the circus in Rhyl. 


284, Christopher Edward Larman,—He made two statements, The first to the 
‘Staines police on 16th Febeuary 1962 and the second to a Mr. Oliver (acting 
for Mr. Hanratty) on 2tst February 1962. 


285. In the first statement Mr. Larman said he had gone to Rhyl in October 
1960 after a breakdown in health. He had found employment there. His last 
job finished on 19th August 1961, and he decided to have a week's holiday in 
Rhyl and travel back to London the following Saturday (26th August). On 
21st August 1961 be drew out £10 from the Post Office and said he remembered 
going out the following day with this money to see friends and say goodbye. 
After visiting a couple of public houses he left a third one at approximately 
quarter past seven and as he did so & man asked Mr, Larman if he knew a place 
for bed and breakfast. 

“This man was aged about 28-30 years, about one inch taller than me 
which makes him about 5" 6" tall. He was of medium build, clean shaven, 
there was nothing untssual about his complexion, He was not wearing a 
hat and I noticed his hair was black but as he walked sway from me with 
the sun shining on it, his hair had a bronze effect in parts of it. He was 
not wearing an overcoat or raincoat and had a dark suit on, without a 
‘waistcoat. He was wearing a shirt with collar and tie, He was a well spoken 
‘man with no particular accent”, 


Mr, Larman said that the incident occurred at the corner of Bedford Street 
and Kemmel Street, Rhyl (it would appear that the spelling is incorrect and 
that the corner of Bodfor and Kinmel Streets was being referred to), and he 
directed the man to Mrs, Jones by pointing out the Windsor Hotel and telling 
hhim that her place was right opposite. The man walked off in that direction 
and that was the last Mr. Larman saw of him. ‘This corner is a very short 
distance from No. 19. Mr. Larman said: 
“He was not carrying a bag of any kind”. 


Mr, Larman said he saw Mrs. Jones" photograph in the newspapers. Up to 
that time he had not been interested im the case but seeing her picture he started 
to read It, 


” 


“The incident of the man asking for bed and breakfint then came back 
‘into my mind und today I decided to tell the police about it", 


He hist hiv Post Office book showing the withdrawal and a diary giving the 
day whew he fel Rhyl to retuen to London, He said he was prepared to attend 
‘court atid give evidence, He ended thus: 

“L would not be able to recognise the man who spoke to me in Rhyl 
1 saw him again" 


286. In hip statement on 21st February 1962 Mr. Larman said that on 
‘Sunday, 18th February 1962, he saw photographs in the Sunday papers of 
James Hancatty: 

“and | immediately remembered that I had seen him before and also the 
‘occasion when and where I had”. 


His account of the incident and description was in similar terms, He said he 
particularly remembered the man because of his hair which was most out- 
standing, being brown and dark in parts, He added however that the man had a 
London accent. He said: 

“I am able fo say that it was definitely the 22nd August as in thinking 
back I remember that om the 21st August 1961 I hud becn to the Post Office 
to draw out some money to buy a ticket fo return to London .. . and having 
drawn the money on the 2ist August 1961 T bought the ticket on the 
22nd August at Rhyl Station”. 

‘He gave a detailed account of the places he visited on 22nd August both before 
and after the encounter. He produced his Post Office book to Mr. Oliver and 
the statement proceeds: 
“ showing the £10 drawn on the 21st August 1961 to purchase my ticket 
to London, the second £10 I withdrew on the 25th August was for travelling 
‘expenses and paying the rent before I left”. 


He concluded: 


“The photographs I have seen shown are definitely of the man I saw 
and spoke to at about 7.30 p.m. on Tuesdity 22nd August 1961”. 


287. Mr. Nimmo did not interview Mr. Larman in 1967 as he had by then 
emigrated to Australia, 


288. Mr. Foot interviewed Mr. Larman on 21st September 1968. At 
PF, 239, after quoting from Mr. Larman’s statement to Mr. Oliver, Mr. Foot 
sys: 

“Mr. Laman was able to identity the date of this encounter as 
22nd August 1961, for on that evening he was on a round of Rhyl public 
houses bidding farewell to friends in Rhy! before leaving the town the 
following day, . . . To reassure himself that he was not wrong in the 
‘matter Larman made notes in an old 1960 diary at the time which he 
Kept. On the flyleal of the diary are written the following notes: 

“Left for London on August 234d 1961" 
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2H 1 have Hot seen this diary but the entey appears to be quite inconsistent 
With Mr, Larman’s frst statement regnrding the date of his retuen to London 
and the second Matement regarding the withdrawal of the £10 on 2Sth August, 


290, Mr. Eric Greene,—He wrote to the Defence during the trial saying that 
he saw Mr. Hanratty in Rhyl at approximately 3.0 p.m, on the dato of the 
murder, Not unnaturally the Defence did not use his evidence, 


291, Mr. K—He_was visited by Mr. Kleinman in Wandsworth 
Prison on the 2ist February 1962 and made a statement. He said he was 
‘discharged from Walton Prison on 2ist August 1961 and stayed in 
At midday on the 22nd August he caught a train from Lime Street station for 
London, He stated that just before noon he saw Mr, Hanratty (whom he had 
met in Strangeways in 1959) at Lime Street station: His hair was dark brown. 
Apparently Mr. Kleinman pointed out that Mr. Hansatty did not arrive in 
30 p.an. on 22nd August but Mr. K_ persisted in his statement 
unratty at 12 noon. No attempt so far as Tam aware, 
‘was made to utilise this statement. 


292, Mr. Michael Da Cosia—He made a statement to Mr. Oliver for the 
Defence on 20th February 1962. He made a further statement on 26th Fe 
1962. He said that when he saw the photograph of Mr. Hanratty in the papers 
hhe knew he had seen him before but could not think where, After 
seeing a cutting which mentioned Fuston he remembered travelling to 
Northampton on 22nd August 1961 from Euston, He saw Mr, Hanratty on 
that occasion and remembered him because, being himself an actor he noticed 
‘that Mr. Hanratty’s hair looked dyed. He described the hair as being “peroxided 
highlights—main colour blonde—patehy all over”, Mr. Hancatty was wearing 
4 shorty coat, He was shown several photographs of Mr. Hanratty and said 
it was without doubt him, He saw the man for about 30 seconds all told. The 
man was wearing a dark suit with no waistcoat. Mr. Da Costa is $° 10)"— 
the man appeared to be his height or a little taller. 
“He was not healthy looking. He looked like a night club type, pale and. 
huggard looking”. 


‘The time was between 10.45 and 11.20 a.m, 


293, Mr, S, P, Terry,—He wrote to Mr, Hanratty on Sth March 1962 
suggesting in the vaguest possible terms that he had been on the train with 


294, Mr. Gerald Moffatt —Me made a statement on 7th March 1962 claiming 
that he noticed Mr, Hanratty in a compartment when he was passing that 
compartment on the train to Liverpool which left Euston about midday on 
22nd August 1961, The statements of Mr. Da Costa, Mr. Terry and Mr. Moffatt 
‘were sent t0 the Home Secretary in March 1962. 


295, Mr. Joseph Christopher Guinan.—He made a statement to the Liverpool 
police on 20th February 1967. In it he describes conversations with a man in 
Liverpool after 18th September 1961, The statement carries the matter no 
further. 
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296. Mr. Robert Hanhant Fisk, 16 River Street, Rhyl.—He made a statement 
to the Rhyl police on Sth February 1962. He said that somewhere about 
10-80 pum towards the end of August 1961 he was crossing River Street 
‘when he was appreached by a ran Who asked where he could get aceommoda 
ton Tor (wo nights for bed and breakfast. Me. Fish told him to try houses in 
River Street and Marsh Road and gave him directions. 

“He did not have any luggage with him .. he looked a bit rough”. 
He sid the man appeared to be about 5° 7° and seemed to have a bit ofa stoop 
‘und continually looked on the ground. 
“{ don’t think I would be able to identify the man if I saw a photograph 
‘of him but £ might know him if T saw him in person standing with the 
sme posture”. 


He said he was convinced he spoke to the man either on a Monday or a 
‘Tuesday and that he saw him during the period week commencing 20th and 
ending 26th August 1961 as Mr. Fish’s sister was then staying with him. 
Me. Fish’s particulars were included in the list supplied to the Defence and 
‘Mr. Gillbanks said he visited Mr. Fish, River Strect is quite a considerable 
distance from Kinme! Street, 


297, On 14th February 1967 Mr, Fish made a statement to Mr. Nimmo in 
which he said that at the time of the trial he saw the photograph of James 
‘Hanratty in the newspapers. 

“About two or three days earlier than the day I sew his photographs I 
had seen Hanratty at the corner of Aquarium Street turning into River 
‘Street. I cannot remember how I did it but T got in touch with the Rhyl 
police and told them about it”, 


No photograph of Mr. Hanratty was published during the trial. It is possible 
that Mr, Fish was thinking of the wrong photograph, 


298, Dixie's Cafe —On the 7th February 1962 Mr. Emest Gordon the pro- 
prietor made a statement at Rhyl police station, He said he knew “Terry” but 
Uhat he did not recollect anyone coming in last season enquiring for Terry. 
‘On the same date each of the three employees; Mrs. Joyce Audrey Roose’ 
Miss Linda Fagan and Miss Doreen Thomas made statements to the Rhyl 
police, Mrs, Roose who worked from 10,00 a.m. to 7.00 p.m.—and no days 
‘off—in August knew Terry very well and said: 

“Lam absolutely certain and would swear to it that during the time 1 
‘was in the cafe no person came enquiring for Terry Evans”. 
‘The two girls also knew Terry but could not recolfect anyone calling or asking. 
For him 

Particulars of the names and addresses of these four persons were furnished 

to the Defence 


299, On the 12th February 1967 Mr. Gordon made. statement to Mr. Nimmo. 
He said that about October 1966 Mr. Terry Evans called and said the B.B.C- 
were re-opening the Hanrutly case and he was seeking information on 
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behalf, Mr. Torry Kivans, said he thought he remembered that Mr. Gordon said 
he had seen Mr. Hantatty in his cafe: Mr. Gordon told Evans that he was 
‘mistaken and that he had never said any such thing. Subsequently a man from 
the B.B.C. called, Mr. Gordon refused to appear on the programme, He also 
denied certain matters attributed to him in an article. 


300, Mrs. Pearl Hughes.—(a) She made a statement to Mr. Horan on 
11th February 1967. She referred to a meeting with a man late in August 1961 
who asked her for his mate saying his mate's wife had either just had a baby 
‘or had one a couple of months ago. When she asked the man for his mate's 
‘name be said: 

“Never mind his name... know his house”, 
In hee mind she connected his enquiry with Mr. Terry Evans. She asked if he 
wanted Terry Evans but he ignored the question. She ditected him towards 
Terry Evans’ house. She followed the trial and knew that Terry Evans gave 
evidence. She said: 
“Law the photograph of Hanratty in the paper and it was not the man T 
saw", 
When describing the man she said he had a black or mavy shorty coat on. In 
1966 when there was some sort of investigation proceeding she spoke to Mr. 
‘Terry Evans and described the man to him. In his statement of 11th February 
1967 Mr. Evans said that when he was making enquiries on bebalf of the 
Panorama Programme he saw Mrs, Hughes: 
“from the description she gave me the man she sent to our house was 1 
man T knew as “Rolo’ who used to come and stay with me on and off. . 
he is about 28 . . . and lives in Liverpool”, 

(8) In the postscript to his book Mr, Foot refers to a large public meeting 
Jn Rhyl in May 1972 in the course of which Mrs. Hughes rose and said that 
she fad material evidence which was on her conscience. She apparently then 
gave an account of this incident and said that the young man who approached 
hher did not know the friend’s name but remembered that he was swarthy and 
hhad n mark on his forehead. In this and certain other respects her account 
differed from her statement in 1967. She then said that the man who approached 
her bore a strong resemblance to Richard Hanratty who was on the platform, 
Mr. Foot states that of the three brothers Richard most resembles Jaimes. 

(©) Mr. Hanratty in his evidence made no reference to any such encounter. 

(d) If Mrs. Hughes’ evidence throws any light on the matter at all it shows 
that a person who may have resembled Mr. Hanratty—but was not Mr, 
Hanratty—was wandering around Rhyl in the late summer of 1961, 


301. Mr. Kenneth Carl Portlock—He made a statement to Mr, Nimmo. It 
had been suggested that he had identified or could identify the man involved 
in an incident in his public house, The Sun Hotel, as Mr. Hanratty, He said 


“1 could not possibly identify the man”, 
302. Mr. Brin David Sandford.—He made a statement to Mr. Nimmo on 
the 23ed February 1967. In August 1961 he played the piano part-time in The 
Sun. He said that in October 1966 Mr. Terry Evans was making enquiries on 
™ 
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behalf of the 1..C. and newspapers. Mr. Sandford saw a photograph of Mr. 
Honratty in the newspapers at that time. It was the first time he had seen a 
photograph of Mr. Hanratty: 
ut it was not like the man I remember seeing in the “Sun Hotel” in 
August 1961" 


303. ‘The statements made by Mrs. Betty Davies, her husband Mfr, Noel 
Davies and her mother-in-law Mrs. Margaret Davies all dated 26th May 1968. 
‘These came into existence in consequence of a visit to Rhyl by Mr. and 
Mrs. Hanratty, 


304, (a) Ars. Betty Davies.—She lived at 21 Kinmel Street. She gave birth 
to a baby which died on 31st July 1961. On an evening late in August—she 
could not remember the exact date—a young man called: in his twenties: 
untidying looking: dark hair: and sofily spoken, He had no luggage. He asked 
for bed and breakfast. She refused and suggested he try further down the street. 
She then told her mother-in-law about the incident and her own husband when 
he returned. Some months later a man came and asked about a green bath 
About the same time a uniformed policeman called and showed her an out 
sketch of a man and asked if she recognised it: she said she could not. She said 
she had read and talked about the Hanratty case since and she believed that 
the caller could have been James Hanratty. 


@) Mrs. Margaret Davies—She lived at 27 South Kinmel Street. She was 
visited by Mrs. Walker one evening the third or fourth week of August 1961 
who told her that a man had called looking for digs. While Mrs. Walker was 
there her daughter-in-law ran in and said that a young man had called to ask 
for digs and she had told him to try further down the strcet. Mrs, Davies said 
she could not remember the exact date but Mrs, Walker could because of the 
family matter which was settled on 25th August. On the day when ber daughter- 
indaw came in, Mrs. Walker was telling her about the family matter, 


(©) Mr. Noel Davier—He said that one evening in late August when he 
returned home about 9.30-10.0 p.m. his wife told him about the incident with 
‘aman. He could not remember the exact date but it must have been late August 
for in early August be would have been in the house every night until about 
9.30 pam, 


305. Mr. Trevor Lloyd Dutton.—He made a statement to the police on 
‘%h February 1962 in which he said that a customer mentioned that Mr. Hanratty 
‘claimed he had tried to sell a watch in Rhyl and Mr. Dutton recalled an occasion 
when a man tried to sell him a watch. Mr. Dutton said he was able to fix the 
date as 23rd August 1961. He could not describe the man: 

“I cannot say what he was dressed in but I think he had an overcoat 
‘or a thick sports jacket", 
In May 1968 he made another statement. He said he never looked at the man's 
fave bat: 
rw about an inch of the cuff of his coat, which F thought may have been 
an overcoat, It wax wo coloure—a dark grey and a light grey like an 
Trish tweed”. 
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He sitid fhe made the statement to the police in 1962 because of Mr. Hanratty’s 
appeal at the trial for a man to come forward to whom he had offered & gold 
waich, 


306, Mr, Hanratty did not suggest in his evidence that he had tried to sell a 
gold watch in Rhyl, 


307. Mr, Dutton’s particulars were given 1o the Defence. 


308. Mr, Gerald Murray—t understand that in 1971 be informed Mr. and 
‘Mrs. Hanratty that in the late summer of [961 he had given Mr, Hanratty a 
hhuircut and bad recognised him ftom his pictures in the papers following the 
trial. The description which Mr. Hanratty gave of the barber's shop in which 
he said he had a shave (not a haircut) apparently fits that of Mr. Murray's shop. 
Mr. Hanratty never suggested in evidence that he had a haircut in Rhyl, 


309. However on the 14th February 1967 Mr. Abert Croft made a statement 
to Mr. Nimmo. He bad a hairdressing saloon in Wellington Road, Rhyl, 
four chairs and four assistants, The only barber’s shop in the High Street had 
one chair. At the time of the Hanratty trial Mr. Croft saw his photograph in 
tho papers. 

“I did not recognise it as anyone I had scen previously who has had 
hhaireut or shave in my establishment”. 


310. Mr. Frederick Stanley Davies made a statement to Mr. Nimino on 
13th February 1967, He said that on a Sunday in October 1961 he spoke 
to a man in the Rhyl Railway Station who said he had come off the boat from 
Ireland at Holyhead, 

“He then enquired about an address somewhere round Kinmel Bay 
I think”, 

‘After describing the man Mr. Davies said that when he saw a picture of 
Mr, Hanratty in the papers he recognised him and felt sure that it was the man 
he had scen on Rhyl Station. In consequence Mr. Davies went to Rhyl Police 
Station and gave « Constable this information. Mr. Hanratty denied in cross- 
examination that he had been in Rhyl in October. 


Assessment of the “Rhyl Alibi" 

311. This is one of the most important elements in the case, I have had 
the opportunity of reading all the relevant statements: Mr. Nimmo's reports: 
the numerous representations which have been made about it: newspaper 
articles: transcripts of radio and television broadcasts and the very detailed 
strgumeats presented by Mr. Foot. Most of the material was not before the 
Jury—although some of it, such as the evidence of Mrs, Harris: Mrx. Walker: 
and perhaps Mr. Fish could have been called. No application was made to the 
Court of Criminal Appeal for teave to call fresh cvidence—although by that 
stage the evidence of such persons as Mrs. Harris, Mrs. Walker, Mrs. Vincent, 
Mr. Fish, Mr. Larman and Mr. Da Cosia was undoubtedly available to the 
Defence. Statements from Mrs. Walker, Mrs. Vincent, Mr. Larman and Mr. Da 
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‘Cobla (opettior with those from a number of other persons Were sent to the Home 
Secretary by Mr, Hanratty’s solicitors on the 15ih March 1962 in support 
‘of his petition for a reprieve, after the Appeal was dismissed. Tam not in any 
way citicising those advising Mr. Hanratty in relation either to the calling 
‘of evidence or to the question of applying to the Court of Criminal Appeal 
For leave to call fresh evidence, Decisions on such matters are often extremely 
difficult. The fact remains that had these witnesses been presented to the Court 
‘of Criminal Appeal in March 1962 when their recollections were comparatively 
fresh their evidence could have been properly tested and the Court would have 
had a full opportunity of deciding on their reliability and the exteat to which 
their evidence supported the alibi. 


312. Wefore considering the evidence and arguments relating (0 the “Rhyl 
‘Alibi it is desirable to look again at the background and the context into which 
they must be set, 


MS. 1 have already outlined the general circumstances of the alibi including 
Mr. Hancatty’s account of his reasons for going to Liverpool on the 22nd August 
and what he did there: his reasons for the trip to Rhyland what he did there. 
Liverpool and Rhyl are interlinked and inter-dependent and must be considered 
Logether. To summarise these matters so that they can be evaluated: 

(a) The purpose of the visit to Liverpool was to sell a diamond ring for 
£350 because Mr. Hanratty could not get his price in London, 

(6) To Mr. A, whom he had not seen for 3 or 4 years who was in the 
“greengrocery business” and whom Mr. Hanratty said he had no 
particular reason to think would buy or introduce a purchaser for 
stolen property. 

(©) Mr. A, lived at am address which Mr. Hanratty only knew asa road 
named Tarleton, Carlton or Talbot Road, 

(@)_ Defence enquiries in December 1961 established that Mr. A. had lived 
in two roads in Liverpool but that their names bore no resemblence 
to Tarleton, Carlton or Talbot Road, In his statement of 20th February 
1967 Mr. Gillbanks said that Mr. A. had not lived in Tarleton Street 
and added: 

“the instructions 1 was receiving were so hazy and misleading 
that, to be blunt, they were having me bewildered”, 

(ey Having gone to the Scotland Road and thea returned to town 
Me. Hunratty gave up the search for Mr. A. 

(/) Me, Hanratty decided to go to Rhyl, some 2 hours bus journey, 
to seek out a man who had befriended him and put him up on the night 
‘of the 25th July 1961, 

(2) A qu from whom he had stolen a pair of nearly new shoes. 

()) A in whose name was Terry Evans; who had a very distinctive 
appearance: who owned a black taxi: and was well known in Rhyl. 

(A man whom Mr. Hanratty sought for under the name of “John” 
(their being no evidence to suggest that Evans was knowa by this 
fname) and whom he failed to dixcover during st stay lasting 2 days, 
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(J) A. man whose evidence at the trial was that he did not think 
Mr, Hanratty had any reason at all to think he would be the sort 
of person who would be interested in disposing of stolen property. 

(&) Mr. Hanratty stayed in @ house for 2 nights but did not know its 
number: or the name of the street: or the name of the people living 
in it: or how to find it: although it was very easy to find in one of 
RhyI's main streets with prominent landmarks. 

(!) He made no attempt to go to Rhyl and find this house between 7th 
and [Ith October when up in the Liverpool-Blackpool area. On 
‘9th October Mr. Hanratty apparently sent flowers to his mother from 
Liverpool, On 10th October 1961 Mrs. Margaret Ash and Mrs. Alice 
Ash who both owned florist’s shops at 414 and 67 Scotland Road 
respectively made statements regarding the flowers. They were actually 
purchased from Mrs. Alice Ash's shop, the card being addressed to 
Mrs. Hanratty, 12 Sycamore Grove, Kingsbury, London N.W.9. 
If—as appears to be the position—the person who called in at 
‘Mrs, Margaret Ash's shop was Mr, Hanratty he was accompanied 
by another man, Both ladies spoke of the man producing a con- 
‘siderable amount of money (I do not think it can be suggested that 
Mrs. Dinwoodie was referring to Monday 9th October in her account 
of the sweet shop incident). 

(m) For over 3 months Mr. Hanratty kept up a totally false story of 
‘where and with whom he stayed on the nights of 22nd and 23rd August. 

{n) The Rhyl story was never mentioned to anyone until some time after 
17th January 1962 when it had become clear that there was not and 
‘would not be any evidence to support the Liverpool story. According 
to Mr, Foot the Rhyl story was not revealed to Mr. Hanratty's 
solicitor and Counsel until after the trial had started. It is noteworthy 
that Mr. Hanratty admitted that when he saw the Frances on his 
return from the North in late August he did not tell them he had been 
to Rhyl though he did show them the bill from the Vienna Hotel. 


314, In my view the story of the visit to Liverpool on 22nd August to seek 
Mr. A. is so improbable as to be unacceptable'in the absence of clear evidence 
to support it. The only possible evidence that Mr, Hanratty was in Liverpool 
‘on the Tuesday afternoon which the Defence sought to rely upon was the 
‘sweet shop incident, The jury must have found themselves unable to acoept 
Mrs. Dinwoodie's evidence as being any support for the contention that 
Mr. Hunratty visited her shop on Tuesday the 22nd August 1961. I can see no 
reason to differ from their view. Indeed for the reasons which T have already 
indicated 1 think that there are even stronger grounds than were available to 
the jury for believing that this incident occurred on the 2ist and not the 
2nd August, 


318. In my view his story of the visit to Rhyl to seek Mr. Terry Evans is 
equally improbable and unacceptable in the absence of clear supporting 
evidence. The jury plainly rejected Mrs. Grace Jones’ evidence. So far as she 
herself is concerned her subsequent statements and behaviour could only tend 
{o cast even greater doubt upon the credibility and reliability of her recollections, 
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M6, Minally two further points should be borne in mind: 


(a) 1s difficult enough for people to remember events which occurred sin 
‘months previously. Recollections 4,5,6 or more years after the event are 
bound to be still more uncertain and unreliable especially when fed 
by the recollections and talk of others. This latter factor may account 
for the otherwise remarkable fact that many witnesses’ recollections 
‘appetr to have “improved” instead of waning over the years until 
‘one finds for example that Mrs. Margaret Walker who on the 
19th February 1962 could go no further than: 

“the photographs of James Hanratty . . . are very much like that 
young man but I don't want to commit myself . . . 1 could not 
‘swear it was him”, 

was able (0 state in 1967 her unshakeable conviction, 

“that the man who called on her on the 22nd August was in fact 
James Hanratty”. 

(b) All the Rhyl witnesses (with the exception of Mrs. Jones and perhaps 
Mrs, Harris) were endeavouring to identify a man, after a lapse of 
‘over five months, with whom they had a chance encounter of a quite 
casual character lasting a very short time: and were trying to identify 
hhim when being shown a photograph of one man and no one else. 


317, 1 now turn to the Jones family. The original trial and the subsequent 
investigation established beyond any real question that the house was full 
during the nights of the 22nd and 23rd August 1961: that Mr. Hanratty could 
not have stayed in room No. 4 and that the only possibility of his having 
stayed there, if he did, was that he slept in the front attic room Which contained 
double bed and the green bath. His own general description of the room and its 
position at the back does not fit this: but far more important is the fact that 
he himself made no mention whatsoever of sleeping in a room which itself 
contained a bath—about as unusual a circumstance as one could imagine. 
He saw no one and no one saw him. Mrs, Jones could not recognise two persons 
who undoubtedly did stay there but claimed that she could recognise him, 
She never mentioned to anyone at the time her “mistake"* about room No. 4 
‘and the attic room although she gave evidence on Friday 9th February: 
returned home and gaye evidence again on 12th February 1962. It is worth 
noting that on the Panorama programme of November 1966 she was still 
‘saying it-was room No. 4. Mr. Gwyn Jones’ statements contradict one another 
as do those of Mrs. Brenda Harris. Mr. Hanratty never mentioned speaking 
to or being attended by any member of the family except the middle aged lady 
who let him in originally and Mr. Gillbanks was instructed that the woman 
appeared to be on her own, Whether Mr. Hanratty was really describing 
Mr, ‘Terry Livans” house or whether he in fact stayed in Mrs, Jones’ house on 
some other occasion I do not know. There is, in my view, no reliable evidence 
hat he stayed in Mra, Jones’ house on those nights, Indged I think that the 
evidence is quite inconsistent with that proposition and establishes that he 
did Hot do 50, 
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Mr. Charles Morris White Jones. Wis clear that his evidence that he 
‘on «Tuesday night in the third week in August 1961 is mot 
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jonly quite inconsistent with Mr. Hanratty's own evidence but completely 
Jacks credibility, His tak seems to have been the source or one of the sources 
of other misconceptions, 


319. Mrs. Walker. —The differences between her original statement and her 
later. statements and the remarkable “development” of her evidence do not 
redispose one to accept her as a credible or reliable witness. In her first 
Statement of 8th February 1962 she was only able to put it as “one night in 
late August 1961—some time during the third week of that month”. By the 
19th February 1962 she said it was definitely the Tuesday (not the Wednesday 
or the Thursday) before the 25th August. The photographs she said were 
‘ery much like the young man but she did not want to commit herself and she 
couldn't swear it was him, If that statement is correct she had by that time seen 
Mr. Hanratty’s photograph in the weekend Papers, There is a plain conflict 
between her evidence in 1967 as to what she said she told the police on the 
‘Sth February 1962 and her written statement of that date: and an even plainer 
‘conflict between on the one hand her evidence in 1967 as to what she said to 
Mr, Gillbanks on the 19th February 1962 and on the other hand bath her 
written statement of that date and his evidence as to what occurred on that 
occasion. In both cases 1 think that the probabilities are overwhelmingly 
‘Against her subsequent versions of these two matters, A. crucial point is the 
question of lugenge. If Mr. Hanratty went to Rhyl he must have taken his 
‘suitcase with him. ‘He made it clear in his evidence that he did so and stated 
twice that on returning to Liverpool from Rhyl on Thursday 24th August 1961 
he put his case in the left luggage office at about midday. In her statement of 
‘Sth February 1962 Mrs, Walker said, “The man had no luggage at all”. T shall 
indicate my assessment of Mrs. Walker after considering Mrs. Vincent. 


320, Mrs. Try Vincent.—It seems plain that her belief that she could relate 
the incident of the young man to the story of the Barnetts is not well founded 
and is an indication of a not very good memory, On the 19th February 1962 
she could go no further than to say: 

“T have seen the photograph of James Hanratty in the Sunday Pictorial 
and T seem to recognise his face”. | 
In that statement she did not mention luggage—the first mention of this is 


on 13th February 1967. Her later statements do not really carry the matter 
much further, 


321. Mrs. Walker and Mrs. Vincent—If theee wete any reliable evidence 
that Mr. Hanratty stayed in Mrs, Jones’ house on the nights of the 22nd and 
23d August these ladies might haye provided some additional support. In 
the absence of such evidence | do not think that they could or would have 
carried the matter any further, 


322. Mr. and Mrs. Davies and Mrs. Davies senior—I do not feet that their 
‘accounts of these matters given so long after the events and in the circumstances 
which Ihave indicated could provide any reliable evidence or indeed uny evidence 
at allasto Mr. Hanratty’s presence in the area at the material time, Nirs. Belly 
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Davies very fairly said that she could not recognise the outline sketch of a 
man shown to her by the uniformed policeman, She made it very clear that 
the man bad no luggage. 


323. Mr. Robert Hanham Fish.—When he made his statement on 8th February 
1962 he was not given any photograph fo assist in identification. It is true that 
‘1967 be told Me. Nimmo that he recognised Mr. Hanratty from his photograph 
al the (rial but that statement was of course long after the numerous discussions 
and visits (o the town in the years following the tral. He said the man “did not 
have any luggage with him”. 


324, Mr, Christopher Edward Larmen.—He said that he, being thea on the 
comer of Kinmel Strect and Bedford (or Bodfor) Street specifically pointed 
‘out Mrs. Jones’ house and the man walked off in that direction. The inference 
from the position where this occurred in relation to Mrs. Jones’ house and the 
bus station is that the man had just come from the bus station, In his first 
statement his description of the man fitted Mr. Hanratty except in two respects: 
the man was not wearing a waistcoat and ke was well spoken with no particular 
accent. Tn that statement Mr. Larman said he would not be able to recognise 
the man again. Mr, Larman’s particulars were apparently passed on (0 the 
Defence, His second statement on 2ist February 1962 varied slightly from the 
first—the only material respect being that he said the man spoke with a London 
accent, He was definite that photographs in the newspapers and those he was 
shown were photographs of the man he had seen on Tuesday 22nd August 
1961, 

Four aspects of his evidence require attention. 

(@) The time. In his first statement Mr. Larman said it was about 7.15 p.m.: 
Inthe second about 7.30 p.m. Neither time could fit with Mr. Hanratty’s 
account since if that were correct he could not have reached Rhyl until 
8.19 pm, 

(®) His statement on the 16th February 1962 that “ 
bag of any kind”, 

(©) The date, In his original statement he said in plain terms that he left 
Rhyl on Saturday the 26th August 1961, This is confirmed by his 
second statement to the Defence from which it is clear that his Post 
Office book showed a withdrawal in Rhyl on 2Sth August. Mr. Foot 

‘says that Mr. Larman was able 10 identify the date of this encounter 
as 22nd August 1961 for on that evening he was on a round of Rhyl 
Public houses bidding goodbye to friends in Rhyl before leaving the 
town the following day. If that were correct the encounter would 
have been on the Friday the 25th August, 

(d) Mr. Larman’s evidence cannot really be reconciled with that of the 
ladies or with that of Mr. Hanratty himself. If Me. Larman's enquirer 
was Mr. Hanraty the encounter was in daylight when the sun was 
shining and he wis direeted to and went straight to Mrs, Jones: Mr. 
Hanratty gave no evidence of such an encounter und said he arrived 
at Mis. Jones when it was dark, Mes, Walker's house was in ut street 
uether away from the bus slation than the corner where Mr. Larmain’s 
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‘was not carrying @ 
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encounter eccurred. In Mr, Foot’s book itis stated that in a letter 
dated 25th February 1962 Mr. Gillbanks wrote that Mrs. Walker 
fixed the time owing t0 her domestic arrangements and because it 
was getting dark and the street lamps were lit (P,P, 242), 


325. Mrs. Hughes-—Her description to Mr, Terry Evans in 1966: his identi- 
fication of the man she described: her statement to Mr, Nimmo in 1967: and 
the entire absence of any reference to this incident by Mr. Hanratty all demon- 
strate that her “identification” in 1972 is of no value 


326. The Dixie's Cafe Wimesses—Their evidence dees not support Mr. 
Hanratty’s account: if anything it tends to negative his story. 


32]. Mr. F. S. Davies—If his evidence as to identification were accurate 
‘Mr. Hanratty’s denial that he was in Rhyl after August 1961 was untrue and 
the question would arise as to what he was doing there: whether he stayed 
there and if so where, This evidence does not really assist. 


328. Mr. Dutton—His evidence does not in my view assist the Defence. 


329. Mr. Da Costa.—The coat: the height: the description: and the general 
circumstances Jead me to the conclusion that his evidence could not provide 
reliable support to the Defence case, 


330, I do not think that the evidence of Mr. Terry or Mr. Moffatt carties the 
‘matter any further, 


331, A point has been made by Mr. Bindman that none of the identifying 
Prosecution witnesses referred to the suit as having a stripe. I doubt whether this 
is a point of any importance in relation to a very short sighting or encounter 
but it is worth mentioning that it applies equally to the Rhyl ladies and 
Mr, Larman, 


332, Although Liverpool and Rhyl have been—and require to be—dealt with 
separately they cannot be considered in isolation. A. proper assessment of Rhyl 
cannot be made except in the context of the complete account given by 
Mr. Hanratty of his movements after leaving the Vienna Hotel on the 22nd 
August 1961 


333, The case against the alibi can be very briefly summarised in this way: 
(@ The original lies about the “Liverpool Alibi". 


() The strong probability that the “Liverpool Alibi” was not a “spur of 
the moment” invention 


(©) The improbability of the reason for the visit to Liverpool and the 
story about Mr. A. 


(@ The powerful evidence that the sweet shop incident took place on 
Monday 21st August 1961 


(©) ‘The improbability of the explanation for the visit to Rhyl. 
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(/) The extraordinary failure to find Mr. ‘Terry Evans 

(s) The failure to go to Rhyl between 7th and Lith October 1961 and 
locate the “very easy to find” street and house. 

{h) ‘The impossibility of there being any room in Mrs, Jones’ house on 
the relevant nights which Mr. Hanratty could have occupied save, 
perhaps, the attic room. 

(1) The complete failure of 
in the attic room. 

() Mr, Hanratty’s dest 
fit the attic room. 

(k) Mrs, Jones’ repeated statements that he occupied No. 4—which he 
could not have done, 

() ‘The fact that Mr. Hanratty never mentioned to anyone at all that 
he had paid a visit to Rhyl until about 23rd January 1962, 

(ni) The fact that Mrs. Walker, Mr. Fish, Mrs. Davies and Mr. Larman 
were ail sure that the man who spoke to them had no bag or luggage. 


ir. Hanratty 10 suggest that he had stayed 


ption of the room he stayed in which could not 


334, This last point appears to me to be crucial, One thing is clear: if 
Mr. Henratty went to Rhyl from Liverpool on the Tuesday evening he was 
carrying a case. One is not dealing with a situation where the witnesses do not 

collect one way or the other whether the man was carrying anything—they 
ill state specifically and categorically that he was not. 


335, The inference to be drawn from all these factors appears to me to be 
plain and unmistakable: that Mr, Hanratty did not spend the night of the 
22nd August either at Mrs. Jones’ house or anywhere else in Rhyl. The question 
is Whether the evidence of the Rhyl witnesses is of sufficient weight—in relation 
to this very night—to raise a reasonable doubt as to the correctness of this, 
inference, in my view itis not. T think that the evidence as a whole paying 
due regard to the original and subsequent Rhyl material clearly negatives 
the alibi 


336. I have limited my assessment to the night of the 22nd August—because 
Lis is the all-important occasion. For may part Lam satisfied that Mr. Hansatty 
did not spend the night of the 23rd August 1961 at Mrs. Jones’ either: but the 
evidenc: does not preclude the possibility that he did stay at her house on 
some oesasion. 


vant 
ADDITIONAL DEFENCE ARGUMENTS 


A. Mr. HANRATTY'S DRIVING 


337. Miss Storie’s evidence suggests that the man was an inexperienced 
driver and had Tittle or no knowledge of the Morris Minor car. There is, of 
course, the possibility that he was putting on an act. Mr. Hanratty had on 
‘occasions stolen cars and apparently had driven quite a lot. The full extent of 
his driving knowledge and experience was not gone into in detail at the trial. 
His cousin Eileen Cunningham had given a statement to the Defence that in 
her opinion he was a very good driver but they did not eall her. He bought a 
‘Sunbeam car in September 1961 of which he was very proud. 


338. The driving described by Mr. killett (and to some extent by Mr. Trower) 
was more reckless than unskilled. Mr. Skillett was travelling in the outside 
Jane and was slowing up as he approached the traffic lights. There was another 
‘car about 2 cars’ lengths in front of him. The Morris Minor came up on the 
inside lane and cut into the outside lane in front of Mr. Skillett. In so doing it 
skidded and just missed Mr, Skillett's car. Mr. Blackhall described it as a very 
bad piece of driving. 


339. It was found that the Morris Mii 
front and at the rear. 


wr had been damaged both at the 


340. Mr. Hanratty’s driving was described by several witnesses. IL was 
undoubtedly of a rather reckless character. He was involved in a collision while 
in Hire in September 1961 when driving fast round a corner on the wrong side 
of a white line. He also damaged the car which he hired in Eire by reversing 
into something. Mr. Gerrard Joseph Leonard who met him in Eire described 
him as a very fast slightly reckless driver “inclined to overtake a lot and pass 
cars out", On one occasion Mr. Hanratty drove Miss France in his newly- 
purchased Sunbeam car. She said he drove zig-zagging from side to side up 
the road, , 


341. The general picture of Mr. Hanratty's driving is consistent with the 
descriptions given by Mr. Skillett and Mr. Trower ind indeed seems to be of 
a similar character to that which they depict. 


342. In my view Mr, Hanratty’s driving expericnce and ability do not give 
‘much assistance in determining where the trath lies, 


B. Mr, HANRATTY’S CHARACTER AND PERSONALITY 


343. It is claimed that Mr. Hanratty was a petty thief and that his record, 
his behaviour and personality were inconsistent with the conduct and attitude 
exhibited by the murderer. Reliance is placed on the fuct that in the “First 
Statement” Miss Storie said she “thought he was slightly round the twist” 
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: sud oubsequent to the trial, she described the shan as “a maniac” and “a 
Hunatic” Ht ip abso said that thore was no evidence that Mr. Hanratty showed 
‘ny signs of being obsessed with sex ax Mr. Langdale suggested, 


MA. The Defence was fully alive to this point and it was made very forcibly 
Ao the jury, 


345, Mr, Hanratly as examined by a Prison Medical Officer. The report 
ied 7th December 1961 is set out at P.F. 278-9, Dr. Oliver said that he found 
psychiatric traits calling for treatment and that Mr. Hanratty had been 
‘quiet and amenable, Mr. Hanratty gave Dr. Oliver details of his medical 
history according to which he had had a collapse after recovering from an 
accident and was transferred from te Royal Sussex Hospital to a mental 
hospital. 


346. 19 considering this aspect it should be borne in mind that Mr. Hanratty 
admitted that he had talked about obtaining a gun and becoming u stick up 
man, 


347, Furthermore his recalcitrant behaviour which resulted in the loss of 
remission when sentenced to corrective training may be an indication of the 
nature of his development, 


3M8, There was also available evidence though it was not called, from two 
men who had known Mr. Hanratty in prison which has a bearing on this 
matter, 


349, One was Mr. L. who made a written statement on 11th October 1961. 
Me said he first met Mr, Hanratty in 1958 in Maidstone Prison and again 
in another prison in 1960. During this latter period Mr. Hanratty talked of 
using guns for a “job” he intended to do when he was released and also spoke 
about guns on other occasions. In July 1961 Mr. L. met Mr. Hanratty by 
‘chance and the latter told him that he was living with two birds in St. John's 
Wood. In the last paragraph of his statement Mr. L. said “when he was in 
prison he was sex mad and was always talking about girts and prostitutes". 


350, The other was Mr, G. who made a written statement on 16th October 
1961, Me met Mr. Hanratty in August 1960. Mr. Hanratty told him that when 
he got out of jail he was going to “start and carry a gun", He also said that 
if he did use it they would have a job catching him because he “would have 
enough money to keep out of the road” and that “He had friends that would 
help him", 


351, Such evidence must naturally be treated with reserve and having regard 
to covluin observations which Mr, Bindman has made to me about it, I have 
treated it with particular reserve, IC has never been tested on oath in cross 
examination, Some of the remarks may have been little more than boasting 
but they do link up with the admissions to Mr. Acott, If the statements were 
aceurate they Would seem to indicate the direction in which Mr. Hanratty’s 
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snind yas (utning, ‘The last paragraph of Mr, L.'s statement bears a striking 
resemblance to the remarks of Mr. Langdale overheard by Mr. Fatwell some 6 
weeks later. 


382, The material available docs not warrant any very positive inference 
either way. The picture which emerges is by no means clear. In my view while 
it does not provide any reliable evidence that Mr. Hanratty committed the 
murer, neither does it lend support to the argument that the murder and rape 
‘was so “out of character” that Mr. Hanratty could not have behaved and did 
not in fact behave in this way. 
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PETER LOUIS ALPHON 


353. A great deal has been written about Mr. Alphoa, He has been named 
by various persons as the AG murderer, and he appears to have confessed 
to it ona number of occasions. Mr. Alphon was 30 at the time of the murder. 
He was 5ft 9 ins and had “hazel” coloured eyes, He had one previous conviction 
of a minor character in 1953 viz, taking and driving avay a motor cycle. He 
was fined. Mr. Alphon’s activities and movements played a part in the trial 
of Mr. Hanratty, To that extent they are directly relevant to this enquiry. 


354, [ do not conceive it to be part of my duties to conduct what would 
in effect be an informal trial of Mr. Alphon nor indeed do I have the material 
or facilities to do so. Nevertheless in order to reach a proper conclusion and 
assessment it is obviously necessary to give careful consideration to the very 
large body of material wilh which I have been supplied concerning this matter. 
This Fhave done, 


‘The Trial 

385. Mr. Alphon stayed at the Vienna Hotel on the night of 22nd/23rd 
‘August 1961 using the name of "F. Durrant”. He was seen by a police officer 
on 27th August 1961 and gave an account of his movements, According to this, 
he stayed at the Vienna Hotel in Room No. 6 having arrived there at about 
[LOp.m, He left that hotel about 11.45a.m. on the 23rl August and checked 
in at the Alexandra Court Hotel, Seven Sisters Road at about 5.0 p.m, 


356. The cartridge cases were discovered at the Vienna Hotel in the Room 
No. 24 on [lth September 1961. 


357, Mr. and Mis. Nudds’ first statements to the police on 15th September 
1961 geve Mr. Alphon a complete alibi in as much as he was said to have 
arrived at about 11.30 p.m. on the 22rd August and teen shown into room 
No. 6, 


358, Phe second statement by the Nudds on 2ist and 22nd September 1961 
gave a quite different aczount. They said Mr. Alphon arrived at about 1.0 p.m, 
‘was taken to room No, 24 as no single room was available and paid £1.7.6 
deposit. He was told that if a single room became vacant he would be moved 
{o it. Av about 11.0 p.m. the Nudds said they heard that the booking for No. 6 
had been cancelled, They sat up until 2,0 a.m, but as Mr. Alphon had not 
yet returned, a noie with the key of No. 6 was left for him. In the morning 
at about 10.0 a.m. Mr. Nudds went to room No, 6 and found Mr. Alphon 
who was agitated and dishevelled and said he did not want any breakfast 


Mrs. Nudds saw him at about midday when he gave in the keys of No. 6 and 
No. 24. He then signed the Register which he had omitied to do the previous 
day 


189, Ay F have already stated Me. Alphon came to Seothind Yard in the 
canly hotins of 2rd September 1961 in response to a police call and was 
Interviewed by Mr. Acolt. No witness concerned with the murder picked him 
‘out al identity parades om 23rd or 24th September 1961 but some witnesses 
did pick out other persons. 


360. On 25th September 1961 the Nudds were again interviewed by the 
police: retracted their second statements and reverted to their original 
stalements. 


361, Mr. Nudds—as emerged at the trial—was a man with a very bad 
criminal record and was also an informer. In evidence he gave a number of 
explanations for the second statement, The principal one appears to be that 
tbe heard that the police were looking for Mr. Alphon and he thought he could 
do himself a good turn by helping them in an important job by giving them 
information they appeared to want, He then persuaded his wife to make a 
‘similar statement. 


362. At the trial the Defence made strenuous efforts to establish that the 
Nuidds" second statements implicating Mr. Alphon were the truth and that the 
Hotel records supported this. One of the entries could be said to do this: 
‘but im the main they appear to support the original version, The relevant 
records were these: 


The Diary 
‘This showed a payment by Mr. Alphon in this form: 
“Deposit £1.7.6." 
Opposite this diary entry was “6”. 

"The suggestion was that the word “deposit” indicated that the guest was 
‘put in a room which was not a single room and that something more might 
be payable if he remained in that room and would not share it. Mr. Robert 
Henry Crocker who managed the Group of Hotels of which the Vienna was 
part, said that if 2 person were booked in one room and later changed the 
first entry would be struck out and a. second entry substituted. 


‘This did not happen on this night in relation to Room No. 6. 


The Room Chart 
Room No. 24 had a fine through it for that night—showing that it was 
‘not occupied, 


The Register 

Mr. Alphon’s entry is the last one on 22nd August and has a star opposite 
it, Mrs, Galves the manageress gave evidence that this meant he was the last 
person to register at the hotel that night. 

‘Nowhere in the records is Mr. Alphon or anyone else shown as occupying 
No. 24, ‘The only room mentioned in connection with him was No, 6, 
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10}, Mr. Avot was also cross-examined about the role of Mr. Alphen, 


364, ‘Thus the jury were fully apprised of the possibility that room No, 24 
‘was occupied oF could have been used by Mr. Alphon after the murder and 
‘is could account for the presence of the cartridge cases in that room. They 
‘must have rejected this possibility, 


365. 1 shall deal later with the fact that Mr, Alphon was interviewed by 
‘the police when staying at the Alexandra Court Hotel on the 27th August 1961, 
At this interview he said he had stayed at the Vienna on the 22nd August in 
he name of Durrant and had arrived there about 11.0 p.m. Detective Sergeant 
‘Arthur Kilner who interviewed him telephoned the Vienna Hotel and spoke 
to a man who said he was the Manager. This man confirmed that a man 
‘named Durrant had stayed there on the 22nd/23rd August. The following day 
the Manager telephoned Mr. Kilner and said that Durrant had been in the 
Hotel from about 10.30 to 11.30 pm. onwards on the night of the 
and /23ed Aust 1961, 


‘Subsequent Events 

266, The story thereafter is an extraordinary one and at times bizarre in 
(he extreme. Allegations have been made repeatedly that Mr. Alphon committed. 
the murder and he is on record a4 having confessed to it although from time 
to time he has retracted these confessions. One example out of many of his 
behaviour is this, On the 12th May 1967 Mr. Alphon held a press conference 
in Paris in the course of which he made a “confession”. However, although 
hhe was invited to give details of the events of the night, he did not really do $0. 
‘The conference was taped and I have read the transcript. On 21st May 1967 
ssccording 10 an article in The People Mr. Alphon stated that his confession 


was 2 lie, 


367. It is by no means uncommon for people to confess to murders which 
they had nothing to do with. 


368, There is a vast amount of written, taped and other material relating to 
this matter. Mr. Foot devotes 102 pages of his book and some pages of his 
peobeript (o it. At Mr. Bindman's request T have listened to parts of certain 
tapes, 1 do not think it is necessary for me to examine in this Report all the 
facts anyl material available, T propose to confine my observations to 13 
‘matte 


469. First, Wt is said that there are times when Mr. Alphon pronounces the 
“dW as °C". The suggestion is that this occurs when Mr. Alphon is excited, 
My attention was drawn to occasions when this pronunciation appeared to 
‘occur on the tapes played to me (it was not easy to follow the tapes owing to 
the amount of background noise). There are also a few occasions on the 

ished to me when the typist has shown the 
"instead ‘th’. However, it does not appear either from 
the tapes which I heard or from the transeripts, that Mr. Alphon regularly or 
re equally aed tle pronunciation, ta the ary part of he pres conference 
oF 12th May 1967 he 48 Fecorsed as pronouncing “think” x “Fink™ twice but 


not thereafter although words with “th” in occured many times. The same 
hing Kapperied—according to the Transcript when Me. Alphon was inter- 
viewed for Independent Television News in May 1967. Mr. Acott in his evidence 
said that Mr, Alphon did not mispronounce the “th” in the course of the 
interview of 23rd September 1961 which lasted from 2.0 a.m. to 5.15 am. 
‘and which must have created considerable tension and anxiety in Mr. Alphon’s 
mind. Mr, Hanratty regularly pronounced the “th” as “f", I think it would be 
surprising for someone who did not regularly or usually do this to keep it up 
for the best part of 6 hours in the circumstances described by Miss Storie, 


370, Second.—Mr. Foot states that on the 12th May 1967 he spoke to 
Mr. Alphon on the telephone and wrote an article in the Sunday Times of 
14th May 1967 in which an account of this conversation was set out (P.F. 361-4), 
According to Mr. Alphon’s statements Mr. France was a mutual friend of 
Mr. Alphon, another person and Mr, Hanratty and it was alleged that Mr. France 
supplied a gun to Mr. Alphon and had framed Mr. Hanratty by putting the 
‘gun on the bus and the cartridge eases in the Vienna Hotel. So far as Tam 
aware there is no independent evidence that Mr. France and Mr. Alphon 
knew each other. The article suggests that Mr. Alphon knew Mr, Hantatty 
and that in the Morris Minor cat he pretended that he was Mr, Hanratty, 
‘Again so far as I am aware there is no independent evidence to support the 
suggestion that they knew each other. Indeed in the notes alleged to have been 
‘handed over by Mr, Alphon om the 15th May 1962 he is said to have written: 
“, although I never met Ryan". 
In Mr. Foot’s article Mr, Alphon is quoted as saying: 
“. ... Valerie would not recognise me. She did not recognise me. She 
never saw my face once in the etc”. 
In my view there is no doubt that Miss Storie did see the murderer's fice 
in the car and wus convinced that she would recognise it. 


311. Third.—i have been furnished with the transcripts of the tape recordings 
‘of two telephone conversations which I am informed took place between 
Mr. Foot and Mr. Alphon on the 26th and 28th May 1967 in which Mr. Alphon 
apparently gives a detailed and circumstantial account of how be claims he 
disposed of the murder gun on the 23rd August 1961. 


(a) According to this account Mr. Alphon handed the gun to Mr. France 
in Southend in the early afternoon of that day: he and Mr. France 
remained together for some time: and Mr. Alphon did not get back 
to London until after 11,0 p.m, arriving in Finsbury Park at about 
midnight. 

(0) Enquiries established that Mr, Alphon stayed at the Alexandra Court 
Hotel from 23rd August to 6th September 1961 where he was 
interviewed on the 27th August. On the 15th September 1961 the 
receptionist Mrs. Anita Sims made a statement to the potice in which 
she said that Mr. Alphon arrived about 5.0 to 6.0 pm. on 23rd 
‘August. She had cause to remember him because of the police visit 
four days later. 


‘The account of the disposal of the gun is hardly very impressive. 


~« 


: 72. Fourth tn the taped conversation of the 26th May Mr. Alphon is 

ved Lo Nave site that he had a good! few drinks before he went into the car 
fond he had « flask quarter bottle of brandy with him in the car. No evidence 
‘vite given by Miss Storie to suggest that the man had been drinking or that he 
thad drink with him or had anything to drink in the car. 


373, 1th Mr. Mhindman quotes Miss Storie in her “First Statement” as 
saying: 


“1 don't know if the first shot hit Mike". 
‘and later that the man said 
“that he had not hit Mike with the first bullet”. 


‘It is said that this Was not given in evidence at the trial and that a conversation 
‘which Me. Alphon is alleged to have had on the 21st November 1969 with Mr. 
Foot which he quotes in his book suggests that Mr. Alphon was doubtful about 
the first shot. In fact Mr. Alphon is there quoted as saying that the first shot 
wars accidental, 


“1 just shot him in the head", 


In number of the alleged confessions Mr. Alphon is reported as having 
ssid that he fired only one shot at Mr. Gregsten: there is no doubt that Mr. 
Gregsten was hit by two bullets. It is perhaps worth observing that on the tapes 
‘which were played to me the person who was said to be Mr. Alphon mentions 
the safety eatch of the gun on two occassions, On one of these be said that he 
was shown how to work the safety catch. The murder gun had no safety catch, 


374, Sixth—(a) Mes. Meikle Dalal reported to the police on the 7th September 
1961 that a man came to her house in East Sheen at about 1.30 p.m. and attacked 
her. He shouted out he was the A6 murderer. She picked out Mr. Alphon at 
an Identity Parade as being the man and he was charged. He subsequently 
ave the police information that he was buying almanacks in the City at that 
time from a place where he had bought them on previous occassions. Two 
people from that establishment attended Identity Parades and confirmed in 
‘ery positive terms that he had been there just before 1.0 p.m. on 7th September. 
He could not have got to East Sheen in time to have attacked Mrs, Dalal. 
he had a good alibi no evidence was offered against him. Mr, Hanratty 
10 Bire-On 7th September 1961, 7] 

(0) Mes, Audrey Jean Willis was held up in her house in Knebworth, Herts, 
by a man with @ gun on the morning of the 24th August 1961, He behuved in a 
very peculiar fashion, 


(©) Hoth ladies gave evidence at the trial and said that the man in question 
wos not Nr, Manratty. Presumably they were called by the Defence to demon- 
strate that someone who was or resembled the AG murderer and Mr. Alphon 
but did not resemble Mr, Hunratty was at large and in particular was threatening 
people with a gun in London on the 7h September when Mr. Hanratty was in 
Fir. 
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(a) On 2nd April 1962 Mes Willis made i further stitoment to the police 
saying that the same man called that morning and again produced a gun, He 
said to her: 
“Itis going to be funny for you and { on Wednesday morning when they 
‘hang the wrong man... .you and | know who did it don't we”. 


Mrs. Willis replied that as Hanratty had been found guilty she essumed he had 
‘committed the murder. The man laughed, He subsequently told her to look at 
hhis eyes: she did so, saw that they were blue and he said: 

“They are blue aren't they?” 


In her statement she described the eyes as dark blue. Mr. Alphoa's eyes were 
not blue. It seems clear that this man was not Mr. Alphon. She had said at the 
trial when asked about the colour of the man's eyes on 24th August that she 
thought they were brown, 


(e) These incidents suggest that one or it may be two other persons were 
claiming to be the AG murderer and that this person or one of these two was 
not Mr. Alphon. They are illustrations of the effect which highly publicised 
crimes of this nature may have on persons of an unstable character. 


375, Serenth—Mr. Fogarty-Waul. He made statement to the police on 
Ist September 1961 when he was living at Pecks Farm, Marsh Lane, Taplow, 
He said he gave a lift to a man on 19th August 1961; he believed he had seen 
this man in the area with a girl wearing glasses and when shown a photograph 
of Miss Storie said that this resembled the giel very closely. He also said that 
the man yery closely resembled the man on the right of the two impressions 
(presumably the Identikits). On Ist April 1962 he made another statement to the 
police. He said he had often seen in the vicinity of Pecks Farm a person who 
revembled the man he had given a lift to and he then referred to an incident 
when he found a man looking at his car who ran away. He said he eventually 
contacted persons who were making enquiries into the Hanratty defence and 
‘was shown two photographs. He identified the one of « man with a deformed 
nose (it is presumably suggested that this was a photograph of Mr. Alphon) 
‘who he thought bore a resemblance in all features to the man he had given & 
lift to and whom he had seen by his car on the subsequent occasion. Both 
the incidents referred to occurred between midnight und 1.0 a.m. Mr. Foot 
describes an incident in 1969 when Mr. Fogarty-Waul went to Brighton and was 
‘said to have recognised Mr. Alphon as the man concerned with the two incidents. 
Mr. Foot says that Mr. Alphon contradicts Mr. Fogarty-Waul's story. T do 
not think his evidence throws any light on the problem raised by the ease, 


376, Eighth, —Mirs. Mary Lanz, 

@) In 1961-1962 her husband was the licensee of the Old Station 
Inn, Taplow and she served behind the bar, Mr. Foot and Mr. Lewis 
Chester took a statement from her wich was published in the Sunday 
‘Times of 4th July 1971. In this she said that Mr. Greesten and Miss Storie 
came into the bar on the 22nd August 1961 and sat on thelr usual seat. They 
were well known to her. They left nfter 9 o'clock, Mr, Alphan was also in the 
pub with blonde woman and they left about « halfan hour after Mr. Greysten 


on 
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od Miss Storie, Me Alphon had been there before and came there subse- 
quently. During the trial of Mr. Hamarlty, Mr. Justice brought Mr. Alphon 
‘n and auked her she recognised him and she said she did. She said Mr. Justice 
{old her the mn was Peter Alphon who had been a suspect for the A6 murder. 
She became yery worried when Mr. Hanratty's appeal failed and decided 
{to tell the authorities what sie knew about Mr. Alphon, She therefore visited 
Slough Police Station and made a statement along the same lines as the one 
she gave to Mr. Chester and Mr. Foot. 


(b) Mes, Lanz made a statement to the police on the 24th August 1961. 
Mier referring to the visit of Mr, Gregsten and Miss Storie she said that two 
Strange men left either shortly before or shortly after them. She described 
these men—neither woukl appear to have resembled Mr. Alphon or 
Mr, Hanratty. She said there were quite a number of people in the bar that night 
many of them strangers, She refers to no-one else. 


(c) On 27th Mareh 1962 she made # further statement to the police at Slough. 
She referred to three men coming into the bar on 20th March one of whom had 
hheon there the previous Wednesday. 

“OF the other two F recognised one as a man who had previously been 
in the bar and whom I have since been told is Peter Alphon. I cannot 
remember when [had seen him previous to this, 1 do know that I have 
seen this man before”. 

‘She said that as they left one: 
“whom T now know to be John Justice... asked me if I had ever seen 
the man in the dark duflle coat before. I said 1 don't want to commit 
myself but I have seen someone very similar in here before”, 


Mr, Justice (ok! her it was very important and she repeated that she had seen 
yameone very similar, The statement refers to other visits to her public house 
nd does not carry the matter any further. There is no mention in this statement 
whatsoever of Mr. Alphon being at the Inn on 22nd August 1961 of as ever 
tssing there with a blonde lady. It is clear that in March 1962 Mrs. Lanz had 
wo idea when Mr. Alphon had previously been there. 


377. Ninth —*he reports of Mr, Jean Justice and Mr, Jeremy Fox dated the 
27Hh and 26th March 1962, These describe a visit they made to the cornfield 
‘on 20th March 1962 with Mr, Alphon and it is suggested that he knew his way 
‘here and that he could not have become aware of the location of the field from 
‘the repOrrs of tbe trial. Apparently Mr. Alphon did attend the trial where the 
position and location of the cornfield was discussed at length. It is described 
in detail in the carly part of Miss Storie’s evidence, It is worth noting that 
although they both mention a conversation with Mrs. Lanz as to when she had 
son Mr, Alphon previously she did not suggest to them that he had been at the 
Jon on the night of the murder, 


17%. Tenth, Me. William John Halcro, He has made statements and wrote 
to mo himself’ on 26th November 1974, He made a statement to the police on 
the 316 August 1961 and said he had found man sleeping in a flat which was 
1 of a block then being constructed, at about 7.20 a.m. on 24th August. 
‘saw the reproduction sketches (presumably the Klentikit pictures) on T.V. of 


sna wanted in connection with a murder and recalled the mun he had found 
who vasa very good likeness to the darker of the two sketches, He wats seem by a 
represetiative of the Defence on 24th December 1961, but was not called a8 a 
witness, According to the report in the West Essex Gazette which Mr. Halero 
sent mie he claims that the mam he saw on the 24th August resembled a photograph 
of Peter Alphon. The evidence from the Alexandra Court Hotel shows that 
Mr. Alphon slept there regularly from the 23rd August onwards, In any event 
it does not appear to me that Mr. Halero’s evidence assists in determining the 
truth of this matter, 


379. Eleventh —It is said that Mr. Alphon bas no alibi for the night in 
question. If the evidence given by Mr. and Mrs. Nudds at the trial was true he 
hhad a perfectly good alibi. It is impossible to know what the jury thought of 
the Nudds and Ido not intend to speculate. It must be remembered that there 
‘are occasions when a person may not be able to provide corroborative evidence 
{to where he was at a particular time, Nor is he expected to do so unless there 
is a real case against him. 


380. Twelfth—Mr, Alphon had virtually no criminal record and had never 
been in a penal institution. It seems highly unlikely that he would have displayed 
the detailed and rather expert knowledge of the workings of the penal system 
‘hich the murderer appears to have possessed. 


381. Thirteenth—The Tapes, T have listened to the tapes. Assuming that 
Mr. Alphon was speaking, for my part I do not fect that I was able to draw any 
inference from the way in which he spoke or his tone of voice or as to the 
‘enuineness or reliability of any confession. 


382. 1 have considered all the other matters which have been urged in support 
of the suggestions as to Mr. Alphon's role. It is important to remember that 
there is no direct or positive evidence that he committed the crime. No-one 
‘identified him as the murderer or the driver of the Morris Minor. The murderer's 
description of his criminal record and activities and his knowledge of the penal 
system do not fit Mr. Alphon. The “confessions” are a mass of contradictions 
and inconsistencies. Nothing that I have seen ar heard leads me to feel that the 
conclusion which I set out in Section X is incorrect or should be qualified. 


: x 
ASSESSMENT AND CONCLUSIONS: 


383. 1 have ulready stated my assessments of many aspects of the original 
evidence and of the additional material not put before the jury and 1 do not 
propose to repeat these in detail, 


384, Ht has, perhaps, not always been appreciated what formidable case 
built up against Mr. Hanratty as the trial proceeded. A remarkable number of 
features belonging to the murderer—such as voice: pronunication: accent: 
use of language: detailed knowledge of the penal system and the very unusual 
experience of having “done the lot” (served a complete sentence): housebreak- 
ing: dress: age: general build and appearance and large staring blue eyes 
ted Mr. Hanratty. Individually none of them could be conclusive 
eumulatively they strongly reinforced the three Independent, specific and 
positive identifications of the man himself, The presence of used carttidge cases 
from the murder gun in room where he had stayed and the finding of the 
murder weapon underneath the back seat of a bus—a place which he had 
initted he had used as a receptacle, added to the growing list of identificatory 
material. On the matters in controversy between the Prosecution and the 
Defence—and in particular between Mr. Hanratty and the Police—both the 
‘inherent probabilities and Mr. Hanratty’s lack of credibility as a witness 
provided clear support for the Prosecution's versions of these matters. A 
uinber of pieces of evidence pointed to deliberate attempts on the part of 
Mr. Hanratty to provide himself with an alibi based on a stay in Liverpool 
on 22nd and 23rd August 1961—the pointless telegram to the France family 

24th August 1961 and the sweetshop incident in Scotland Road, Liverpool, 
which 1 accept took place on 2ist August 1961, are examples of this, 
Mr. Hanratty completely failed to provide an acceptable explanation for any 
‘of the following matters; the original lies about staying in Liverpool: as to his 

sons for allegedly going to Liverpool or to Rhyl on 22nd August 1961: his 
lity to find the man in Liverpool or the man in Rhyl who were supposed 
tw be the objects of his visits to these places: the fact that he did not suggest 
{o anyone he had stayed in Rhyl on the crucial nights of 22nd and 23rd August 
1961, until about the 23rd January 1962—after the trial had started and it had 
become obvious that the Liverpool Alibi would not stand up; and the fact 
‘that while in Liverpool between 7th-1Ith October 1961—after he had spoken 
tw the made no attempt to discover the “easy to find” boarding house 
he said he had stayed in, 


There was no acceptable evidence to support Mr. Hanratty’s “Rhyl Alibi”, 
On the contrary the three witnesses called for the prosecution provided weighty 
positive evidence that Mr. Hanratty did not spend the nights of 22nd and 
itd August 1961 in Mrs, Grace Jones’ Rhyl boarding house. The jury, who 
sw and heard Mr. Hanratty for the best part of two days, and who had ample 
‘opportunity of forming a judgment of him, felt compelled to reject his evidence. 
‘The rejection of the “Rhyl Alibi put forward by Mr. Hanratty left the jury with 

nothing positive on the side of the Defence to set against the direct evidence 
that Mr. Hanralty was the murderer: supported as it was by a powerful body 
of circumstantial evidence, My assessment is that the jury were fully justified 
in returning & verdiot of guilty. 
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385. The question iy whether the additional material now available, set in 
the context of the original evidence, creates a reasonable doubl as to the corre 
ness of the verdict. 


386, The impact of the additional material can conveniently be considered 
in two parts: its effect on the case presented by the prosecution: and its effect, 
on the Alibi. 


‘The Prosecution Case 


387, The additional material may be regarded as having a bearing on 4 
aspects:— 


(@ Miss Storie's evidence and in particular her facial identification 

Thave already indicated that it would tend to make one approach her identi 
cation evidence even more circumspectly than one would have done at the trial 
Udo not consider that the additional material casts doubt on the general 
reliability of her evidence. When she said she had no doubt that Mr. Hantatty 
‘was the murderer, I am satisfied that she genuinely believed this: and, on the 
view which I have formed of the case, she was not only truthful but accurate. 


(6) Langdale 
‘The complete evidence of Mr. Eatwell coupled with the details of the reports 


in the evening newspapers of 22nd November 1961 would tend to give more 
weight to his evidence... 


(©) The gun and becoming a “stick up man” 

‘The evidence of Mr. L. and Mr, G. suggests that Mr. Hanratty’s admissions 
to Mr. Acott as to these matters were of an even more serious character than 
appeared on the surfice. 

(@) Mr, Hanratty’s explanation for the original lies about the Liverpool Alibi 

The additional material supports Mr. Acott’s version of his telephone 
conversation with Mr, Hanratty and casts even greater doubt on the latter's 
explanation for inventing the Liverpool Alibi and not mentioning Rhy 
‘The Alibi 


388. (a) Liverpool—The additional material makes the proseeution case 
that the sweetshop incident occurred on 21st August 1961 even stronger. 


(b) Rhyl (i) Many of the witnesses have, over the years, changed their 
evidence so much as to cast serious doubts on its reliability. 

(i) None of the new material or evidence relating to Mrs. Grace Jones or 
her family lends, what I would regard as, any reliable support to the contention 
that Mr. Hanratty spent the nights of 22nd (or 23rd) August 1961 at er house, 

(Gi) Mrs. Jones’ and Mrs, Harris’ identifications at any rate in 1962 —were 
doubiful and uncertzin. 

Gi) All other Rhyl witnesses were being asked or were endeavouring to 
identify 2 man, after a lapse of over 5 months, whom they had met in a chance 
encounter for a very short time, 
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(v) Those who uppear t have had the most definite recollection of such an 
onvounter were all sure that the man had no luggage of any sort 

(vi) On My, Hanratty’s aecount he must have been carrying a ease. 

(vii) The circumstances relating to the encounter deseribed by Mr. Larman 
‘unnot really be reconciled with those deseribed by Mrs, Walker or Mrs. Vincent 

‘or other persons, 

(vil) Mr, Larman’s timing and his description of the fight and the sun cannot 
be reconciled with Mr. Hanratty’s version of the matter and in particular are 
quite inconsistent with the earliest time Mr. Hanratty could have arrived from 
iverpool by buss on 22nd August 1961 

(ix) There is in my opinion, no reliable new evidence to support the claim— 
\which the jury on the material before them rejected—that Mr. Hanratty spent 
the night of 22nd /23nd August 1961 in Rhyl 


389, My conclusion is that at the end of the day the case against Mr, Haaratty 
y rt a 

elming and that the additional material set into the framework 

whole does not cast any real doubt upon the jury's verdict. 


C. LEWIS HAWSER 
26th March 1975 


| Garden Court, 
London, B.C.4. 
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